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ABSTRACT 

This report presents the results of the 2002 National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) reading assessment for the nation 
and for the participating states and jurisdictions. Comparisons are made to 
students' performance in the national assessments of 1992, 1994, and 1998 at 
grades 4, 8, and 12. Comparison data are given within and across 
participating states and jurisdictions for 1992, 1994, 1998, and 2002 at 
grades 4 and 8. Additional comparisons for national and cross- 
state/jurisdictional data are given for the 2000 assessment at grade 4 only. 
Student performance is reported in terms of average scale scores on the NAEP 
reading scale and by the percentages of students who attained the achievement 
levels set by the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB). In addition, 
the report presents percentile distributions and demographic subgroup results 
for the nation, including results by gender, race/ethnicity, student 
eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, Title I, parents' highest 
level of education, type of school, and type of school location. For 
participating states and jurisdictions, performance results for subgroups 
defined by gender, race/ethnicity, and student eligibility for free/reduced- 
price school lunch are presented. The report also includes sample assessment 
questions for grades 4, 8, and 12, including multiple-choice, short 
constructed-response, and extended constructed-response items, along with 
examples of student responses to all three item types. Rationales for the 
scores of constructed responses are included. Maps of selected fourth-, 
eighth-, and twelfth-grade items on the NAEP reading scale and descriptions 
of the framework specified knowledge or skills each item addresses are 
presented. Appendices include information on national and state samples, 
school and student participation rates, participation and accommodation of 
students with disabilities and/or limited-English-proficient students, 



subgroup percentages, state-level contextual variables, and sample texts from 
the NAEP 2002 reading assessment. (RS) 
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ional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), is a nationally 
representative and continuing assessment of what America’s students know and can do in various subject areas. 
Since 1969, assessments have been conducted periodically in reading, mathematics, science, writing, history, 
geography, and other fields. By making objective information on student performance available to policymakers at 
the national, state, and local levels, NAEP is an integral part of OUT nation’s evaluation of the condition and progress 
of education. Only information related to academic achievement is collected under this program. NAEP guarantees 
the privacy of individual students and their families. 

NAEP is a congressionally mandated project of the National Center for Education Statistics within the Institute 
of Education Sciences of the U S .  Department of Education. The Commissioner of Education Statistics is 
responsible, by law, for carrying out the NAEP project through competitive awards to qualified organizations. 

In 1988, Congress established the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) to oversee and set policy for 
NAEP. The Board is responsible for: selecting the subject areas to be assessed; setting appropriate student 
achievement levels; developing assessment objectives and test specifications; developing a process for the review of 
the assessment; designing the assessment methodology; developing guidelines for reporting and disseminating 
NAEP results; developing standards and procedures for interstate, regional, and national comparisons; determining 
the appropriateness of all assessment items and ensuring the assessment items are free from bias and are secular, 
neutral, and non-ideological; taking actions to improve the form, content, use, and reporting of results of the National 
Assessment; and planning and executing the initial public release of National Assessment of Educational Progress 
reports. 
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11__1 xecutive Summary 

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 
is an ongoing nationally representative sample survey of 
student achievement in core subject areas. Authorized by 
Congress and administered by the National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES) w i h  the Institute of 
Education Sciences of the U.S. Department of Education, 
NAEP regularly reports to the public on the educational 
progress of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students. 

assessment for the nation at grades 4, 8, and 12 and for 
participating states and other jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8. 
Assessment results are described in terms of students’ 
average reading score on a 0-500 scale and in terms of the 
percentage of students attaining each of three achievement 
levels: BasiG Prqkient, and Advanced 

This report presents the results of the NAEP 2002 readmg 

The achievement levels are performance standards adopted 
by the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) as 
part of its statutory responsibilities. The achievement levels 
are a collective judgment of what students should know and 
be able to do for each grade tested. As provided by law, 
NCES, upon review of a congressionally mandated 
evaluation of NAEP, determined that the achievement levels 
are to be used on a trial basis and should be interpreted with 
caution. However, both NCES and the Board believe these 
performance standards are useful for understanding trends in 
student achievement. They have been widely used by national 
and state officials and others as a common yardstick of 
academic performance. 
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The results presented in this report are 
based on representative samples of students 
for the nation and for participating states 
and other jurisdictions. Approximately 
270,000 students from 11,000 schools were 
assessed. The national results reflect the 
performance of students attending both 
public and nonpublic schools, while the state 
and jurisdiction results reflect only the pcrfor- 
mance of students attending public schools. 

In addition to providing average scores 
and achievement level performance in 
reading for the nation and states and other 
jurisdictions, this report provides results for 
subgroups of students defined by various 
background characteristics. A summary of 
major findings from the NAEP 2002 
assessment is presented on the follow- 
ing pages. Comparisons are made to 
results from previous years in which 
the assessment was administered. In 
addition to the 2002 results, national 
results are reported from the 1992, 
1994, 1998, and 2000 (fourth-grade 
only) assessments. State and/or jurisdic- 
tion results are also reported from the 
1992, 1994, and 1998 assessments at  
grade 4 and from the 1998 assessment 
at grade 8. The more recent results 
(those from 1998 or later) are based on 
administration procedures in which 
testing accommodations were permit- 
ted for students with disabilities and 
limited English proficient students. 
Accommodations were not permitted in 
earlier assessments. Comparisons 
between results from 2002 and those from 
assessment years in which both types of 
administration procedures were used (1998 
at all three grades and 2000 at grade 4 only) 
are discussed in this executive summary 
based on the results when accommodations 
were permitted. Changes in student perfor- 

mance across years or differences between 
groups of students in 2002 are discussed 
only if they have been determined to be 
statistically significant. 

Overall Reading Results for 
the Nation and the States 

esults 8er the Nation 

The fourth-grade average score in 
2002 was higher than in 1994, 1998 
and 2000, but was not found to be 
significantly different from 1992. 

Scores at the loth, 25th, and 50th 
percentiles were higher in 2002 than 
in 1998 and 2000 but were not found 
to be significantly different from 
1992. The score at the 75th percentile 
was higher than in 1992, indicating 
improvement for higher performing 
fourth-grade students. 

The percentage of  fourth-graders 
who performed a t  or above the Basic 
level in 2002 was higher than in 
1994, 1998, and 2000 but was not 
found to be significantly different 
from 1992. The percentage at or  
above Proficient was higher in 2002 
than in 1992 and 1998. 

The eighth-grade average score in 2002 
was higher than in 1992 and 1994. 

0 Scores were higher in 2002 than in 
1992 for all but the highest 
performing eighth-grade students 
(at the loth, 25th, 50th, and 75th 
percentiles). 

The percentage of eighth-graders who 
performed at  or above Basic was higher in 
2002 than in all previous assessment 
years, and the percentage at or above 
Pmjcientwas higher than in 1992 and 1994. 
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AU grade u2 
0 The twelfth-grade average score in 2002 

was lower than in 1992 and 1998. 

0 At grade 12, declines in performance 
since 1992 were evident across most 
of thc scorc distribution (loth, 25th, 
50th, and 75th pcrcentilcs). 

who pcrformed at  o r  abovc thc Basic 
and Proficient lcvcls dccrcascd 
between 1998 and 2002, and thus fell 
below levels seen in 1992. 

0 Thc pcrccntagcs of twelfth-gradcrs 

Reading wesuous ffor ehe SjPaPes 
and 8 t h ~  J ~ r ~ s d ~ c U ~ ~ i n s  
Rcsults from thc 2002 assessment arc 
reported for 48 states and other juris- 
dictions at gradc 4, and 47 statcs and 
other jurisdictions at grade 8. An addi- 
tional two states at grade 4 and three 
statcs at gradc 8 participated in thc 
2002 assessment, but did not mcet 
minimum participation guidclincs for 
rcporting rcsults. Rcsults for public- 
school studcnts only arc rcportcd at the 
statc or  jurisdiction lcvcl. (Throughout 
this summary, the term jurisdiction is 
used to rcfer to the states, territories, 
and Department of Defense schools 
that participated in the NAEP reading 
assessments). 

Aff grade 4 
Among the 40 jurisdictions that 
participated in both the 1992 and 2002 
assessments, fourth-gradcrs’ avcragc 
scores increased in 15 jurisdictions and 
decreased in 2 jurisdictions. The 
percentage of students at or above 
Pr@ient increascd in 17 of the 
jurisdictions during thc samc time period. 

mont were among thc highest-perform- 
ing states at grade 4 in 2002. Thc averagc 
scores for fourth-graders in Connecticut 
and Vermont were not found to be 
significantly diffcrcnt from cach other, 
and fourth-graders in both statcs wcrc 
outperformed on average by only those 
in Massachusetts. 

Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Ver- 

AP gra 
6;J Among the 37 jurisdictions that partici- 

pated in both the 1998 and 2002 assess- 
ments, eighth-graders’ average scores 
increased in 10 jurisdictions and de- 
creased in 5 jurisdictions. Thc percentage 
of students at or abovc Pr@cient incrcascd 
in 5 jurisdictions and declined in 1 juris- 
diction during the same time period. 

The Department of Defense domestic 
and overseas schools, Vermont, and 
Massachusetts wcrc among the 
highest-performing jurisdictions at 
grade 8 in 2002. The average scores 
for eighth-graders in these jurisdic- 
tions were not found to differ signifi- 
cantly from cach other. 
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National and State 
Reading Results for 
Student Subgroups 
In addition to overall results for the nation 
and for thc statcs and jurisdictions, NAEP 
reports on the performance of various 
subgroups of students. In interpreting these 
data, readers are reminded that the relation- 
ship between contextual variables and 
studcnt performance is not nccessarily 
causal. There are many factors that may play 
a rolc in student achicvcment in a particular 
subject arca. 

NaOionaO ResuOBs; 
Gender 
0 The average scores of male and of 

femalc fourth-gradcrs wcrc higher in 
2002 than in 1998 but werc not 
found to be significantly diffcrcnt 
from the scores in 1992. Average 
scores of male and female eighth- 
gradcrs were highcr in 2002 than in 
1992 and 1994. In contrast, thc 
average scores of male and female 
twelfth-graders were lower in 2002 
than in 1992 and 1998. 

0 In 2002, females had higher average 
rcading scorcs than malcs at all threc 
gradcs. 

The gap bctwccn averagc scorcs for 
malc and fcmalc fourth-graders in 
2002 was not found to be signifi- 
cantly different from that in 1992. At 
grade 8, the gap was smaller in 2002 
than in all prcvious assessment years. 
The gap at  grade 12, however, was 
wider in 2002 than it had been in 
1992. 

~ 

!J The percentages of female fourth-, 
eighth-, and twelfth-graders at or 
abovc Proficient in 2002 werc not  
found to diffcr significantly from those in 

1992. Thc percentagc of male eighth- 
gradcrs at or abovc Pmjcient was highcr in 
2002 than in 1992, and the percentage of 
twelfth-grade males was lower in 2002 
than in 1992. 

~~~~/~~~~~~~~ 
0 At grades 4 and 8, both White and Black 

students had higher average scores in 
2002 than in 1992. Similar increases 
across thc dccadc wcre seen for eighth- 
gradc Hispanic studcnts and fourth-gradc 
Asian/Pacific Islander students. The 
average scores for White and Black 
twelfth-gradcrs, howcvcr, dcclincd during 
thc samc timc pcriod. 

Pacific Islandcr studcnts had highcr 
average scores than Black and His- 
panic students, and White students 
outpcrforrned Asian/Pacific Islandcr 
studcnts at all thrce gradcs. Amcrican 
Indian/Alaska Native students had 
higher average scores than Black and 
Hispanic studcnts at gradc 4. 

In 2002, the score gap between 
White and Black fourth-graders was 
smallcr than in 1994 and the gap 
bctwccn Whitc and Hispanic fourth- 
graders was smaller than in 2000, but 
neither gap was found to be signifi- 
cantly different from 1992. No changcs 
wcrc dctccted in thc gaps bctwecn 
White and Black students and be- 
tween White and Hispanic students 
at gradcs 8 and 12 sincc 1992. 

Percentages of  students at or  above 
Proficient wcrc highcr in 2002 than 
in 1992 for White, Black, and Asian/ 
Pacific Islandcr fourth-graders and 
for White and Black eighth-graders. 
The percentage of White twelfth-graders 
at or abovc Prqficientwas lower in 2002 
than in 1992. 

\ 

0 In 2002, \Vhitc studcnts and Asian/ 
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~U~~~~~~~~ for 
~ ~ ~ ~ / ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  Lunch 
The program providing free/reduced- 
price lunch is administered by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) for 
childrcn ncar or below the poverty 
linc. Eligibility is determined by thc 
USDA’s Income Eligbility Guidelines 
(http://www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/ 
IEGs&NAPs/IEGs.htm). Reading results 
by this variable are only available back 
to 1998. 

E! -4vcragc scorcs incrcased between 1998 
and 2002 for fourth- and eighth-gradcrs 
eligible for free/reduced-price lunch. N o  
change was detected between 1998 and 
2002 in thc average score for twclfth- 
gradcrs who wcrc eligible, while the 
score for studcnts who wcrc not cligiblc 
decreased. 

0 In 2002, at all three gradcs studcnts who 
were eligble for free/reduced-price lunch 
had lower average scores than students 
who wcrc not cligiblc. 

rith? 1 ~ ~ ~ f f i c ~ ~ ~ f f ~ 5 ~  
Titlc I is a fcdcrally funded program 
that provides cducational serviccs to 
childrcn who live in arcas with high 
conccntrations of low-income familics. 
Because of recent changes in how the 
program is administcrcd, comparisons 
to previous assessment-year results are 
not available. 

As was observed in previous assessments,’ 
studcnts at all thrcc gradcs who attended 
schools that rcccivcd Title I funding had 
lower average reading scores in 2002 than 
students who attended schools that 
reported not receiving funds. 

ar@nSs’ Level SB ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 5 n  
Eighth- and twelfth-grade students who 
participated in the NAEP reading assess- 
mcnt wcrc asked to indicate the highest 
level of education completed by each 
parent. Information about parcntal cduca- 
tion was not collcctcd at gradc 4. 

0 At grade 8, average scores increased 
between 1992 and 2002 for studcnts 
whosc parcnts did not graduate from 
high school, as well as for studcnts 
whose parents’ highest level of 
education was either high school or  
collcge graduation. A t  gradc 12, 
avcragc scores in 2002 wcrc lower 
than in 1992 regardless of parental 
education level. 

As seen in previous assessments,2 
a positive relationship between 
student-rcportcd parcntal cducation 
and studcnt reading performancc 
was observed in 2002 at  grades 8 
and 12: the higher the parental 
cducation lcvcl, thc higher thc 
student’s average reading score. 

Rype of School 
0 Thc averagc score for fourth-grade 

public-school students was highcr in 
2002 than in 1994, 1998, and 2000 
but was not found to differ signifi- 
cantly from 1992. Eighth-graders 
attcnding public schools or  Catholic 
schools had higher average scorcs in 
2002 than in 1992. Twelfth-graders 
attending public schools had lower 
scores in 2002 than in 1992 and 1998. 

’ Donaliue, I? L., Voelkl, K. E., Campbell, J. R., aiid hlazzeo, J. (1999). The 1998 NAEP Reading Report 
Cardfor tbc Nation and the States (NCES 1999-500). Washiugtou, DC: US. Department of Educatioii, 
Office of Education Research and Improvernetit, National Center for Education Statistics. 
Ibid. 
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0 In 2002, at all three grades students who 
attended nonpublic schools had higher 
average reading scores than their peers 
who attended public schools. 

Type of bosaffciaoo 
111 Fourth-graders attcnding schools in 

central city or urban fringe/large 
town locations had higher average 
scores in 2002 than in 2000. (Results by 
type of location are not available prior to 
2000 at grade 4, or prior to 2002 at 
grades 8 and 12.) 

0 In 2002, at all three grades studcnts in 
schools located in urban fringe/large 
town areas outperformed students in 
schools located in central city and rural 
arcas. 

%VgnV@ and dnorisdicuion wesunus 
G@rnd@P 
Among those jurisdictions that participated 
in both the 1998 and 2002 assessments, 

0 both malc and female fourth-gmdcrs’ 
average scores increased in 13 juris- 
dictions: Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 
Hawaii, Massachusetts, Minnesota, 
North Carolina, Oregon, Utah, 
Virginia, Washington, District of 
Columbia, and Department of 
Defense domestic schools; 

[I] both male and female eighth-graders’ 
average scores increased in two 
jurisdictions: Delaware and Florida. 

walc@/EffuRrni~isliD$. 
Among those jurisdictions that participated 
in both the 1998 and 2002 assessments, 

0 avcragc scores, increased for at least three 
different racial/cthnic subgroups of 
fourth-graders in five jurisdictions: 
Delaware, Massachusetts, New York, 
Oregon, and Virginia. 

0 both White and Black eighth-graders’ 
average scorcs increased in three 
jurisdictions: Delaware, Florida, and 
Missouri. 

~ U ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ U ~ ~  Par 
~ ~ ~ ~ / ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
Among those jurisdictions that partici- 
pated in both the 1998 and 2002 asscss- 
mcnts, 

0 average scores increased for both 
fourth-graders who were eligible and 
those who were not eligible for free/ 
reduced-price lunch in 14 jurisdic- 
tions: Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, 
Hawaii, Louisiana, Maryland, Massa- 
chusetts, Ncw York, North Carolina, 
Oregon, South Carolina, Utah, Vir- 
ginia, and Washington. 

eighth-graders who were cligiblc and 
those who were not eligible for free/ 
reduced-price lunch in five jurisdic- 
tions: Arkansas, Delaware, Missouri, 
Washington, and Dcpartmcnt of 
Defense overseas schools. 

0 avcragc scorcs increased for both 
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U Introduction 

Reading is the foundation for many learning endeavors and 
one important key to unlocking a world of possibilities and 
opportunities. It has always been viewed as one of the 
most important abilities that students learn and 
continuously develop throughout their years in elementary 
and secondary school. With passage of the No Child LRft 
Behind Act of 2001, however, the nation placed new and 
even greater emphasis on ensuring that every student 
acquires the ability to read. 

This report presents major results from the 2002 National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) reading 
assessment of the nation’s fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth- 
grade students. In addition, the report provides results for 
fourth- and eighth-grade students in states and other 
jurisdictions that participated in the 2002 assessment. 
The report is intended to inform educators, policymakers, 
parents, and the general public about students’ achievement 
in reading. In doing so, the report serves an important role 
in monitoring progress toward the nation’s goal of ensuring 
that no child is left behind. 

Overview of the 2002 National Assessment 
of Educational Progress in Reading 
For more than thirty years, NAEP has regularly collected, 
analyzed, and reported valid and reliable information about 
what American students know and can do in a variety of 
subject areas. As authorized by the U.S. Congress, NAEP 
assesses representative national samples of fourth-, eighth-, 
and twelfth-grade students. Since 1990, NAEP has also 

C H A P T E R  1 N A E P  2 0 0 2  R E A D I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  1 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



assessed representative samples of fourth- 
and eighth-grade students in statcs and 
other jurisdictions that participate in the 
NAEP state-by-state assessments. NAEP is 
administered and oversccn by the National 
Ccnter for Education Statistics (NCES), 
which is one of three centers within the 
U.S. Department of Education’s Institute 
of Education Sciences. 

The content of all NAEP assessments is 
determined by subject-area frameworks 
that are developed by the National Assess- 
ment Governing Board (NAGB) in a 
comprehensive process involving a broad 
spectrum of interested parties, including 
teachers, curriculum specialists, subject- 
mattcr specialists, school administrators, 
parents, and members of the general 
public. The framework for the 2002 NAEP 
reading assessment has guided develop- 
ment of thc N B P  reading asscssments 
since 1992. 

The 2002 assessment was conducted at 
gradcs 4, 8, and 12 nationally, and at gradcs 
4 and 8 within the statcs and other jurisdic- 
tions that participated in the state-lcvcl 
assessment. Throughout this report, results 
from the 2002 assessment are compared to 
those from.prcvious years. Trcnds in 
students’ reading achievement can be 
examined by comparing results from the 
most current assessment with results of 
earlier assessment administrations for 
same-grade students; such comparisons of 
national results are made at all three grade 
lcvcls. Also included arc comparisons of 
rcsults for states and jurisdictions that 
participated in both 2002 and previous .. 

state-level assessment administrations. 

The reading assessment administered in 
2002 was the same as that given in 1992 to 
fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-graders 
nationally-and agun in 1994 and 1998. 
In addition, a national asscssment of 
fourth-graders only was conducted in 2000. 
State-level assessments using the same test 
as that used nationally were conducted at 
grade 4 in 1992, 1994, and 1998. Similarly, 
a state-level assessment was conducted at 
grade 8 in 1998. 

for NAEP reading assessments did not 
permit the use of accommodations (e.g., 
extra time, individual rather than group 
administration) for special needs students 
who could not Participate without them. 
For the 1998 assessment, however, admin- 
istration procedures were introduced that 
allowed the use of accommodations by 
students with disabilities and limited 
English proficient students (see appendix 
A). A split-sample design was used in 1998 
at all three grades (and again in 2000 at 
grade 4) so that both administration proce- 
dures could be used during the same 
assessment, but with different samples of 
students. This made it possible to report 
trcnds in students’ reading i ( c  h’ ievement 
across all the assessment years and, at the 
same time, examinc the effects on overall 
assessment results of including students 
assessed with accommodations. Based on 
an examination of how permitting accom- 
modations affected overall population 
results, it was decided that beginning with 
the 2002 assessment NAEP would use only 
one set of procedures-permitting the use 
of accommodations. 

Prior to 1998, administration procedures 

2 C H A P T E R  1 H A E P  2 0 0 2  R E A D I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  

20 



This change in administration procedures 
makes it possiblc for morc students to be 
included m the assessments; however it 
also represents an important altering of 
proccdures from prcvious asscssmcnts. Thc 
rcader is cncouragcd to considcr the diffcr- 
cnce in accommodation proccdures whcn 
interpreting comparisons between the two 
scts of rcsults. During thc pcriod in which 
accommodatlons were not permitted, 
special needs students could only be 
includcd in the assessment if it was dctcr- 
mined by school staff that they could be 
asscssed mcaningfully without accommoda- 
tions. As a consequcncc, somc students 
who would havc been asscssed in more 
recent years whcn accommodations wcrc 
permitted may have been excluded from 
thosc carlier asscssmcnts. The charts and 
tables throughout this report distinguish 
between results from assessment years in 
which accommodations were not permitted 
and results from assessment years in which 
accommodations wcrc permitted. 

In the tables and charts that display 
results across assessment years, all previous 
assessment results that were found to be 
significantly differcnt from the 2002 results 
arc marked with an astcrisk (*). Two scts 
of results are presented for assessment 
years in which both administration proce- 
durcs wcre uscd (accommodauons not 
pcrmittcd and accommodations pcrmittcd). 
Both sets of results may also be notatcd, if 
found to be significantly different from 
2002. The tcxt that accompanies these 
tables and charts indicates which previous 
assessment results were significantly 
difcrent from 2002. Comparisons bctwccn 
the 2002 results, when accommodations 

were permitted, and the 1992 and 1994 
rcsults, whcn they wcrc not pcrmittcd, 
are discussed in the text. However, for 
prcvious assessmcnt years with both 
accommodations-not-permittcd rcsults 
and accommodations-permitted rcsults, 
thc tcxt describcs comparisons only 
between the accommodations-permitted 
results and 2002. (See appendix A for 
further discussion of assessing students 
with disabilities and/or limited English 
proficicnt studcnts.) 

Framework for the 1992, 
1994, 1998,2000, and 2002 
NAEP Reading Assessments 
The NAEP reading framework is the 
blueprint that has spccified the contcnt and 
guided the development of each NAEP 
reading assessment administered since 
1992. The framework resulted from a 
national process involving many organiza- 
tions conccrncd with rcading cducation. 
This cooperative effort was managed by the 
Council of Chicf Statc School Officers 
(CCSSO) and dircctcd by NAGB. In 2002, 
thc NAEP rcading frmcwork was updatcd 
to providc morc cxplicit dctail regarding thc  
assessment design.' At that time, NAGB 
altcrcd slightly somc of the terms used to 
describe elements of the reading assess- 
ment. The following description of the 
NAEP reading framework incorporatcs 
these changes. It should be noted, however, 
that this updating of the framework docs 
not rcprcscnt a changc in thc contcnt or 
dcsign of the NAEP reading assessmcnt. 

Thc framcwork is founded on rcscarch 
from the field of education that defines 
reading as an interacdvc and constructivc 
proccss involving thc reader, the tcxt, and 

Natioud Assessment Govenhig Board. (2002). Rcadiq Fromewark fir the 2003 Nutionol Assesrmcnt of Ed~cutianrrl 
ProgrtsJ. Wasliington, DC Author. 
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the context of the reading experience. 
Ikading involves the development of ;in 
understanding of text, thinking about text 
in different ways, and using a variety of 
tcst types for different purposcs. J;or 
example, rcders  may read stories to enjoy 
and appreciate the human experience, study 
science texts to form ncw hypotheses about 
knowledge, or use directions to learn how 
to do something. 

Kecognimg that readers vary their 
appro'ich to reading according to thc 
demands of any particular tcst, the frame- 

work specifies the assessment of reading i n  

three contexts: reading for literary esperi- 
ence, rending to gain information, and 
reading to perform a task. E x h  contest for 
reriding is associated with a range of 
different types of texts that are included in 
the N1EP reading assessment. ,111 three 
contexts for reading arc assessed at grades 
8 m d  12, but re'iding to perform ;I task is 
not assessed at grade 4. The three contexts 
for reading as specified in the framework 
are described in figure 1.1. 

Figure 1.1 Descriptions of the three contexts for reading in the NAEP reading assessment 

Reading for 
literary experience 

Involves the reoder in exploring themes, events, chorocters, settings, plotr, octions, 
and the longuoge of literary works. 
Various types of texts are associated with reading for literory experience, including novels, short 
stories, poems, plays, legends, biographies, myths, and folktales. 

Reading for 
information 

Involves the engogement o f  the reoder with ospeh of the r e d  world. 
Reading for information is  most commonly associated with textbooks, primary and secondary sources, 
newspapers and magazine articles, essays, and speeches. 

Reading to 
perfarm a task 

Involves reoding in order to occomplish or do something. 
Practical text read to perform a task may include charts, bus or train schedules, directions far games 
or repairs, classroom or library procedures, tax or insurance forms, recipes, voter registration 
materials, maps, referenda, consumer warranties, or off ice memos. 

SOUR(kNotamlAonnrr~Go~ Bwd.(ZWZ). R&hmmucdlorf/n?W3Whrsrvnsntof6rkmlimdRogmW~m, K : k .  

-4s readers attempt to develop under- 
stmding of text, they focus on general 
topics or  themes, interpret *and integrate 
ideas, i n k e  connections to background 
knowledge and experiences, and examine 
the content and structure of the text. 'I'he 
framework accounts for these different 
appronches to understanding text by 

specifying four "aspects of reading" that 
represent the types of  comprehension 
questions asked of students. All four 
aspects of reading are assessed at all three 
grades within each context of  reading 
descnbed above. The four aspects of 
reading as specified in the framework are 
descnbed in figure 1.2. 
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Figure I .2 Descriptions of the four aspects of reading in the NAEP reading assessment 

Forming o 
general understanding’ 

To form o general understonding, the reoder must consider the text os a whole 
ond provide o globol understonding of it. 

Students may be asked, for example, to demonstrate o general understanding by giving the topic 
of a passage, explaining the purpose of an article, or reflecting on the theme of a story. 

Developing 
interpretation 

Molting reader/text 
connections7 

Examining tontent 
and structure3 

To develop on interpretation, the reoder must extend initial impressions to develop 
u more complete understonding of whut wos read. 
This process involves linking information across parts of a text as well 0s focusing on specific 
information. Questions that ossess this aspect of reading include drawing inferences about 
the relationship of two pieces of information and providing evidence to determine the reason 
for an action. 

To moke reoderhext connections, the reoder must connect informotion in the text 
with knowledge ond experience. 

This process might include applying ideas in the text to the real world. All student responses 
to these types of questions must be text-based to receive full-credit. 

Examining text content ond structure requires critically evoluoting, comporing and contrasting, 
ond understonding the effect of such feotures os irony, humor, ond orgonizotion. 
Questions used to assess this aspect of reading require readers to stand apart from the text, consider 
it objectively, and evaluate its quality and appropriateness. Questions ask readers to determine the 
usefulness of a text for a specific purpose, evaluate the language and textual elements, and think 
about the author’s purpose and style. 

The 2002 NAEP Reading 
Assessment Instrument 
The h ” E P  reading assessineiit is the only 
fcdcrnlly authorizcd, ongoing, nmonwide 
nsscssment of student rending achieve- 
ment. - is  such, i t  is necessary for the 
asscssment to reflect the framcwork and 
expert perspectives on the measurement of 
redding comprehension. To that end, during 
the development proccss, the assessmcnt 
undergoes stringent review by teachers and 
teacher educators, as well as by state 
officials and mcasuremcnt spccialists. i\ll 
components of the assessment ,ire cvalu- 

ated for curricular relevance, developmen- 
td approprinteiicss, and fairiicss conccrns. 

understanding by prompting students to 
read passages and answer comprehension 
questions. The reading passages used i n  the 
NI\EP assessment are d r m n  from the 
types of books and publications that 
studcnts might cncountcr in school, in thc 
library, or  at home. N,\EP nssessment 
developers sttlve to replicate authentic 
reading cxpcricnces in the assessment itcms 
presented to student participants. The  
passages students are asked to read are 

The NaAEI’ reading assessment measures 
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neither abridged nor contrived especially 
for the asscssmcnt. Instead, full-lcngth 
reading selections are reprinted in test 
booklcts to rcscmble as closely as possiblc 
the format of thcir orignal publication. To 
dcmonstratc thcir comprchcnsion of these 
passagcs, studcnts answcr a combination of 
multiple-choice and constructed-response 
questions. The multiple-choicc questions 
include four options from which students 
are asked to select the best answer. The 
constructcd-rcsponsc qucstions rcquire 
students to write their own responses. 
Short constructcd-responsc qucstions can 
bc completed in no more than a fcw sen- 
tcnccs, while cxtcnded constructcd-rc- 
sponsc questions may rcquire students to 
provide responses as long as a paragraph or 
a full pagc. 

In order to cnsure rcliablc and valid 
scoring of constructcd-rcsponsc questions, 
a uniquc scoring guidc, dcscribing the 
specific criteria for assigning a score level 
to cach studcnt's responsc, is devcloped for 
each question. Expert scorers go through 
extensive training to understand how to 
apply these scoring criteria fairly and 
consistently. During the scoring process, 
scorcrs arc consistently monitorcd to 
ensure that scoring standards are being 
applicd appropriately and to cnsure a high 
dcgrec of scorcr agrccmcnt (i.c., intcrrater 
reliability). In addition, for thosc con- 
structed-rcsponsc qucstions that were uscd 
in previous assessments, monitoring of 
scorers includcs chccking to makc sure that 
scoring standards remain consistent from 
year to year. 

At each grade, the entire reading assess- 
mcnt is divided into sections refcrrcd to as 
blocks. Each block contains at least one 
text and a related sct of approximatcly 10 
to 12 comprchension qucstions (a combina- 
tion of multiple-choicc and constructcd- 
responsc). Most of the blocks are prcscntcd 
to students as 25-minute timed sections, 
but some arc prcscnted as 50-minute timcd 
sections. The total number of blocks that 
comprise the N m P  reading assessment at 
cach gmdc arc as follows: 

Gradc "four 25-minutc literary blocks 
and four 25-minutc informative 
blocks; 

thrce 25-minute informativc 
blocks, three 25-minute task 
blocks, and one 50-minute 
informativc block; 

Grade 12-thrcc 25-minute litcrary blocks, 

Grade &three 25-minute literary blocks, 

thrcc 25-minutc informative 
blocks, thrcc 25-minutc task 
blocks, and two 50-minute 
informative blocks. 

In order to minimize the burden on any 
individual student, NAEP uses a procedure 
rcferred to as matrix sampling in which an 
individual student is administered only a 
small portion of the entire asscssmcnt at 
any gradc. For cxample, at gradc 4, students 
arc given a tcst booklet that contains only 
two 25-minutc blocks. At grades 8 and 12, 
students are given a test booklet that 
contains cithcr two 25-minute blocks or 
one 50-minute block. Because each block 
is administered to a representative sample 
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at each grade, the results can then be 
cornbincd to produce average group and 
subgroup results based on the entire assess- 
ment. In addition to the two 25-minutc 
blocks or  one 50-minute block in each 
studcnt’s test booklct, students are askcd to 
complete two sections of background 
questions that ask about their background 
and home or school cxpcricnccs related to 
reading achievement. In total, the time 
required for each student to participate in 
the NAEP reading asscssment is no morc 
than one hour. 

Description of School 
and Student Samples 
The NAEP 2002 reading assessment was 
administcrcd to fourth-, cighth-, and 
twelfth-graders at the national level and to 
fourth- and cighth-graders at the state level. 
At the national level, results are reported 
for both public- and nonpublic-school 
studcnts. At tlic statc or jurisdiction lcvcl, 
results are reported only for public school 
students. In order to obtain a representative 
samplc of studcnts for reporting national 
and state or jurisdiction results, 
approxirnatcly 140,000 fourth-graders from 
5,500 schools, 115,000 cighth-gradcrs from 
4,700 schools, and 15,000 twclfth-graders 
from 700 schools wcrc samplcd and 
assessed. In states that did not participate, 
a small samplc of studcnts proportionatc to 
the state’s student enrollment was sampled 
and assessed. Each selected school that 
participated in the assessment and each 
student assessed represent a portion of the 
population of intcrest. For information on 
sample sizes and participation rates by state 
or jurisdiction, see tables A.4-A.6 in 
appendix A. 

. 

Reporting the 
Assessment Results 
Results from the NAEP reading assessment 
are presented in two ways: as scale scores 
and as percentages of students attaining 
achievement levels. The scale scores, 
indicating how much studcnts know and can 
do in reading, are presented as average scale 
scores and as scale scorcs at selcctcd 
percentiles. Thc achievement lcvcl rcsults 
indicatc the dcgrcc to which studcnt 
performance mccts thc standards sct for 
what they should know and be able to do. 
Rcsults arc rcportcd only for groups or 
subgroups of students; individual student 
performance cannot be reported based on 
the NAEP assessment. 

Average scale score results are based on 
the NAEP reading scale, which ranges from 
0 to 500. In order to calculate students’ 
average scores on the NAEP reading 
asscssmcnt, thc analysis begins by dctcr- 
mining the percentages of students re- 
sponding correctly to each multiple-choice 
qucstion and the pcrccntagcs of studcnts 
responding at each score level for the 
constructed-rcsponse questions. Thc 
analysis entails summarizing thc rcsults on 
scparate subscales for cach reading contcxt 
(reading for litcrary cxpcricnce, reading for 
information, and reading to perform a task) 
and then combining the scparatc scales to 
form a single composite reading scale. The 
relative contribution of each reading 
purpose at each grade is displayed in table 
1.1. (See appendix A for more information 
on scaling proccdurcs.) 
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Table 1.1 Percentage weighting of the “context for reading” subscales on the NAEP composite reading scale, 
grades 4,8, and 12 

literary experience information perform a task 

- Grade 4 55 45 

Grode 8 40 40 m 

Grade 12 35 45 m 

.-\chierement level results are presented 
in terms of reading achievement levels as 
authorized by the N;\EP legislation and 
adopted by N,-\GR. For each grade assessed, 
NA-\GB has ;idopted three :ichicrcmcnt 
levels: I ~ J . Z C ,  Pi@ient, and Admized .  For 
reporting purposes, achievement level cut 
scores are placed on the rcziding scale, 
resulting in four ranges: below B&; Bark, 
Pt@keiif,  and Adrwiced. The achievement 
level results are then reported as percent- 
: g s  of  students within each ;ichievcment 
level range, ;is ne l l  as the pcrcentJge of 
students at or  above Bmic and at o r  above 
Pt.o/7&iit. 

The Setting of 
Achievement Levels 
The 1988 NAEP legisllation that crc;ited 
the National -1ssessmcnt Governing Board 
dircctcd the Boxd to identify “appropriate 
achievement gods . . . for each subject area” 
that NA\-\EI’ measures.’ ’The 2001 N,-\EP 
reauthorization rcaffirmed many of the 
13oml’s statutory responsibilities, including 
“devcloping appropriate student perfor- 
mance standards for each age and grade in 
each subject area to be tested under the 
National .-\s~essment.”~ In order to follow 
this directive aid achieve the mandate of 
the 1988 statute “to improve the form and 

’ S~tioiial .’issessnieiit of Ixducatioiial Progress hlprovemellt : k t ,  Pub. L. No. 100-297, 20 U.S.C. 5 1221 c t ~ r q .  
(1988) 
KO Child Left Bcliuid . k t  of 2001, Pub L. N o  107-110, 115 Stat. 1125 (2002). 
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use of Xd4F.l’ results,” Sz-\G13 undertook 
thc development of student pcrform;incc 
standards (called “;tchievement levels”). 
Since 1990, the Board has adopted 
acliicvcmcnt Icrcls in rn;ithematics, read- 
ing, U.S. history, world geogr;iph!; science, 
writing, and civics. 

T h e  Board defined three levels for each 
g:idc: B‘iiil; Proficient, and A d i m d .  The 
I h i C  level denotes piirtial mastery of the 
kn owl edge and skills th ;i t :ire fun dam en td 
for proficient work at a given gr;idc. The  
1 3 ~ f i ~ i e n t  level represents solid academic 
performance. Students raching  this level 
demonstrate competency over challenpig 
subject m;itter. ’Ihe Aicwn~zd  level pre- 
sumes mastery o f  liotli the Bu.ri6. ;tnd 

I’toJiLient levels and represents superior 
performance. 1;igut-e 1.3 presents the policy 
definitions of the achievement levels that 
apply across grades and subject areas. The 
policy definitions guided the development 
of the reading ;ichieveinent levels, ;is well 
as the achievement lcvcls est.nblished in :ill 
other subject areas assessed by NL3EI? 
-1doptiiig three levels o f  achievement for 
each grade signals the importance of 
looking at more than one standard of 
performance. The Board believes, however, 
that all students should reach the Pt~/iL2’ent 
lcvcl; the Baik level is not  the desired goal, 
but rather represents partid mastcry th;it is a 
s tep tO\Vard I~)$‘ienL 

Figure 1.3 Policy definitions of the three NAEP achievement levels 

Basic This level denotes partial mastery of prerequisite knowledge and skills that are fundament01 for 
proficient work at each grade. 

Proficient This level represents solid academic performance for each grade assessed. Students reaching this 
level have demonstrated competency over challenging subiect matter, including subject-matter 
knowledge, opplicotion of such knowledge to real-world situations, and analytical skills appropriote 
to the subiect matter. 

Advanced This level signifies superior performance. 
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The achievement levels in this report 
were adopted by the Board based on a 
standard-setting process designed and 
conducted under a contract with ACT, Inc. 
To develop these levels, ACT convened a 
cross section of educators and interested 
citizens from across the nation and asked 
them to judge what students should know 
and be able to do relative to a body of 
content reflected in the NAEP assessment 
framework for reading. This achievement 
level setting process was reviewed by an 
array of individuals including policymakers, 
representatives of professional organiza- 
tions, teachers, parents, and other members 
of the general public. Prior to adopting 
these levels of student ;tchievement, 
NAGB engaged a large number of persons 
to comment on the recommended levels 
and to review the results. 

The results of the achievement level 
setting process, after NAGB’s approval, 
became a set of achievement level descrip- 
tions and a set of achievement level cut 
scores. The cut scores are the scores on 
the 0-500 NAEP reading scale that 
define the lower boundaries of Basic, 
Proficient, a n d  Advanced performance 
levels at grades 4, 8, and 12. The Board 
established these reading achievement 
levels in 1992 based upon the reading 
assessment framework. These levels are 
used to describe student performance 
on the 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002 
reading assessments. 

Reading Achievement Level 
Descriptions for Each Grade 
Specific definitions of the Basic, Pmjcient, 
and Advanced reading achievement levels 
for grades 4, 8, and 12 are presented in 
figures 1.4 through 1.6. The achievement 
levels are cumulative. Therefore, students 
performing at the ProJcient level also 
display die competencies associated with 
the Basic level, and students at the Advanced 
level also demonstrate the competencies 
associated with both the Basic and the 
Proficient levels. For each achievement level 
listed in figures 1.4 through 1.6, the scale 
score that corresponds to the lowest score 
within that level on the NAEP reading 
scale is shown in parentheses. For example, 
in figure 1.4 the scale score of 238 corre- 
sponds to the lowest score in the range 
defining the grade 4 Pmjcientlevel of 
achievement in reading. 
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Figure 1.4 Descriptions o f  NAEP reading achievement levels, grade 4 

B O S k  

(2081 
Fourth-grade students performing at the Bosic level should demonstrate an understanding of the 
overall meaning of what they read. When reading text appropriate for fourth graders, they should be 
oble to make relatively obvious connections between the text and their own experiences, and extend 
the ideas in the text by making simple inferences. 

For example, when reading l i te ra ry  text, they should be able to tell what the story is generally 
about-providing details to support their understanding-and be able to connect aspects of the 
stories to their own experiences. 

When reading in fo rmat iona l  text, Bosic-level fourth graders should be able to tell what the 
selection is generally about or identify the purpose for reading it, provide details to support their 
understanding, and connect ideas from the text to their background knowledge and experiences. 

Pro fiden f 
(2381 

Fourth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to demonstrate an overall 
understanding of the text, providing inferential 0s well as literal information. When reading text 
appropriate to fourth grade, they should be able to extend the ideas in the text by making 
inferences, drawing conclusions, and making connections to their own experiences. The connections 
between the text and what the student infers should be clear. 

For example, when reading l i te ra ry  text, Proficient-level fourth graders should be able to summarize 
the story, draw conclusions about the characters or plot, and recognize relationships such as cause 
and effect. 

When reading informat ion01 text, Proficient level students should be able to summarize the 
information and identify the author’s intent or purpose. They should be able to draw reasonable 
conclusions from the text, recognize relationships such as cause and effect or similarities and 
differences, and identify the meaning of the selection‘s key concepts. 

Advanced 
(2681 

Fourth-grade students performing at the Advoncedlevel should be able to generalize about topics in 
the reading selection and demonstrate an awareness of how authors compose and use literary 
devices. When reading text appropriate to fourth grade, they should be able to iudge texts critically 
and, in general, give thorough answers that indicate careful thought. 

For example, when reading l i t e ra ry  text, Advoncedlevel students should be able to make 
generalizations about the point of the story and extend its meaning by integrating personal 
experiences and other readings with ideas suggested by the text. They should be able to identify 
literary devices such os figurative language. 

When reading in fo rmat iona l  text, Advoncedlevel fourth graders should be able to explain the 
author’s intent by using supporting material from the text. They should be able to make critical 
judgments of the form and content of the text and explain their judgments clearly. 
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Figure 1.5 Descriptions of NAEP reading achievement levels, grade 8 

Basic 
(2431 

Eighth-grade students performing at the Bosiclevel should demonstrate a literal understanding of what 
they read and be able to make some interpretations. When reading text appropriate to eighth grade, 
they should be able to identify specific aspects of the text that reflect the overall meaning, extend the 
ideas in the text by making simple inferences, recognize and relate interpretations and connections 
among ideas in the text to personal experience, and draw conclusions based on the text. 

For example, when reading l i terary text, Bosic-level eighth graders should be able to identify themes 
and make inferences and logical predictions about aspects such as plot and characters. 

When reading informational text, they should be able to identify the main idea and the author’s 
purpose. They should make inferences and draw conclusions supported by information in the text. They 
should recognize the relationships among the facts, ideas, events, and concepts of the text (e.g., 
cause and effect, order). 

When reading practical text, they should be able to identify the main purpose and make predictions 
about the relatively obvious outcomes of procedures in the text. 

Proficient 
(2811 

Eighth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to show an overall understand- 
ing of the text, including inferential as well as literal information. When reading text appropriate to 
eighth grade, they should be able to extend the ideas in the text by making clear inferences from it, 
by drawing conclusions, and by making connections to their own experiences- including other reading 
experiences. Proficient eighth graders should be able to identify some of the devices authors use in 
composing text. 

For example, when reading l i terary text, students at the Prohcientlevel should be able to give details 
and examples to support themes that they identify. They should be able to use implied as well as 
explicit information in articulating themes; to interpret the actions, behaviors, and motives of 
characters; and to identify the use of literary devices such as personification and foreshadowing. 

When reading informational text, they should be able to summarize the text using explicit and 
implied information and support conclusions with inferences based on the text. 

When reading practical text, Proficient-level students should be able to describe its purpose and 
support their views with examples and details. They should be able to judge the importance of certain 
steps and procedures. 

Advanced 
(3231 

Eighth-grade students performing at the Advoncedlevel should be able to describe the more abstract 
themes and ideas of the overall text. When reading text appropriate to eighth grade, they should be 
able to analyze both meaning and form and support their analyses explicitly with examples from the 
text, and they should be able to extend text information by relating it to their experiences and to world 
events. At this level, student responses should be thorough, thoughtful, and extensive. 

For exomple, when reading l i terary text, Advoncedlevel eighth graders should be able to make 
complex, abstract summaries and theme statements. They should be able to describe the interactions 
of various literary elements (i.e., setting, plot, characters, and theme) and explain how the use of 
literary devices affects both the meaning of the text and their response to the authorL style. They 
should be able to critically analyze and evaluate the composition of the text. 

When reading informational text, they should be able to analyze the author’s purpose and paint of 
view. They should be able to use cultural and historical background information to develop perspectives 
on the text and be able to apply text information to broad issues and world situations. 

When reading practical text, Advoncedlevel students should be able to synthesize informotion that 
will guide their performance, apply text information to new situotions, and critique the usefulness of the 
form and content. 
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Figure 1.6 Descriptions of NAEP reading achievement levels, grade 12 

Busii 
(2651 

Twelfth-grade students performing at the Basic level should be able to demonstrate an overall under- 
standing and make some interpretations of the text. When reading text appropriate to twelfth grade, 
they should be able to identify and relate aspects of the text to its overall meaning, extend the ideas 
in the text by making simple inferences, recognize interpretations, make Connections among and relate 
ideas in the text to their personal experiences, and draw conclusions. They should be able to identify 
elements of on author's style. 

For example, when reading literary text, Basic-level twelfth graders should be able to explain the 
theme, support their conclusions with information from the text, and make connections between 
aspects of the text and their own experiences. 

When reading informational text, Basic-level twelfth graders should be able to explain the main idea 
or purpose of o selection and use text information to support a conclusion or make a point. They 
should be able to make logical Connections between the ideas in the text and their own background 
knowledge. 

When reading practical text, they should be able to explain its purpose and the significance of specific 
details or steps. 

Proficient 
(3021 

Twelfth-grade students performing at the Proficientlevel should be able to show on overall understand- 
ing of the text, which includes inferential as well as literal information. When reading text appropriote 
to twelfth grade, they should be able to extend the ideas of the text by making inferences, drawing 
conclusions, and making connections to their own personal experiences and other readings. Connec- 
tions between inferences and the text should be clear, even when implicit. These students should be 
able to analyze the author's use of literary devices. 

When reading literary text, ProhcienlJevel twelfth graders should be able to integrate their personal 
experiences with ideas in the text to draw and support conclusions. They should be able to explain the 
author's use of literary devices such as irony and symbolism. 

When reading informative text, they should be able to apply text information appropriately to 
specific situations and integrate their background information with ideas in the text to draw and support 
conclusions. 

When reading practical text, they should be able to apply information or directions appropriately. 
They should be able to use personal experiences to evaluate the usefulness of text information. 

Advanced 
(3461 

Twelfth-grade students performing at the Advoncedlevel should be able to describe more abstract 
themes and ideas in the overall text. When reading text appropriate to twelfth grade, they should be 
able to analyze both the meaning and the form of the text and explicitly support their analyses with 
specific examples from the text. They should be able to extend the information from the text by 
relating it to their experiences and to the world. Their responses should be thorough, thoughtful, and 
extensive. 

For example, when reading literary text, Advoncedlevel twelfth groders should be able to produce 
complex, abstract summaries and theme statements. They should be able to use cultural, historical, 
ond personal information to develop and explain text perspectives and conclusions. They should be 
able to evaluate the text, applying knowledge gained from other texts. 

When reading informational text, they should be able to analyze, synthesize, and evaluate points of 
view. They should be able to identify the relationship between the author's stance ond elements of the 
text. They should be able to apply text informotion to new situations and to the process of forming new 
responses to problems or issues. 

When reading practical text, AdvanceClevel twelfth graders should be able to make critical 
evaluations of the usefulness of the text and apply directions from the text to new situations. 
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Trial Status of 
Achievement levels 
The 2001 NAEP reauthorization law 
requires that the achievement levels be 
used on a trial basis until the Commissioner 
of Education Statistics determines that the 
achicvemcnt levcls arc “reasonablc, valid, 
and informativc’to the p ~ b l i c . ” ~  Until that 
determination is made, thc law rcquircs thc 
Commissioncr and tlic Board to statc 
clcarly thc trial status of the achicvcmcnt 
lcvcls in all NAEP rcports. 

ally mandatcd cvaluations of the achicvc- 
ment levcl sctting proccss concludcd that 
tlic procedurcs used to sct thc achicvement 
levels wcrc flawed and that thc percentagc 
of students at or above any particular 
achievcmcnt levcl cut point may be under- 
e~timated.~ Others have critiqued these 
evaluations, asserting that the weight of 
tlic empirical cvidcncc docs not support 
such conclusions.6 

In response to the evaluations and 
critiqucs, NAGB conducted an additional 
study of the 1992 reading achievement 
levels before deciding to use them for 
reporting 1994 NAEP results.’ When 

In 1993, the first of several congression- 

reviewing the findings of this study, the 
National Academy of Education (NA4E) 
panel expressed concern about what it saw 
as a “confirmatory bias” in the study and 
about the inability of this study to “addrcss 
the panel’s perception that the levels had 
been set too high.’J8 In 1997, the N-4.E 
panel summarized its concerns with inter- 
preting NAEP results based on the 
achievement levels as follows: 

First, the potential instability of 
the lcvcls may interfere with thc 
accurate portrayal of trends. Second, 
the perception that few American 
students are attaining the higher 
standards we have set for them may 
deflect attention to the wrong aspects 
of education reform. The public has 
indicated its interest in benchmarking 
against international standards, yet it 
is noteworthy that when American 
students performed very well on a 
1991 international reading assessment, 
these results were discounted because 
they were contradicted by poor 
performake against the possibly 
flawed NAEP reading achievement 
levels in the following year.9 

N o  Cluld Left Beilitld Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110, 115 Stat. 1425 (2002). 
United States General Accoutiting Office. (1993). Education Achievement Standnrd: NAGB’s Approach Yield 
Misleading Intepetatiom. US. General Accounting Office Report to Congressional Requestors. Waslington, DC 
Author. 
National Academy of Education. (1993). Setting Pecformance Standnrdfor Achievement: A &port of the Nationul 
Academy of Education P a d  on the Evahatiom of the N A E P  T k I  State Assessment: A n  Einluation of the 1992 Achim- 
ment kvels. Stmlford, Crk Author. 
Cizek, G. (1993). Rcuctiom to NationalAcademy of Eduration &port Washington, D C  National Assessment Govern- 
ing Board. 
Kane, M. (1993). Comments on the NAE Evaluation of t h e  NAGB Achievement LveAr. Waslhgtou, DC National 
Assessment Governing Board. 
American College Testing. (1995). 1 W P  hading Rcvirited: A n  Eduation of the 1992 Achieuement L w l  Desmptions. 
Washiugton, DC National Assessment Governing Board. 
National Academy of Education. (1996). Reading achievement levels. In Qualig and UhXg: The 1994 TriaI State 
Assessment in Reading. The Fourth Rrport of the National Academy of Education Panel on the Elwhation of the N A E P  T k l  
State Assessment. Stanford, CA: h thor .  
National Academy of Education. (1997). Assessment in Transition: Monitoring the Nation? Educational Progress @. 99). 
Mountain View, CA Author. 
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NCES and NAGB have sought and 
continue to seek new and better ways to set 
performance standards on NAEP.’O For 
examplc, NCES and NAGB jointly spon- 
sored a national confercncc on standard 
setting in largc-scalc assessments, which 
explored many issues rclated to standard 
setting.” Although new directions were 
prcsented and discusscd, a proven altcrna- 
tive to the current process has not yet been 
identified. NCES and NAGB continue to 
call on the rcsmrch community to assist in 
finding ways to improve standard setting 
for reporting NAEP results. 

The most recent congressionally 
mandated evaluation conducted by the 
National Academy of Scicnccs WAS) 
relied on prior studies of achievement 
levcls, rather than carrying out new evalua- 
tions, on’the grounds that the process has 
not changed substantially since the initial 
problems were identified. Instead, ihe NAS 
panel studied the development of the 1996 
scicncc achievement lcvcls. The NAS pancl 
basically concurred with earlier congres- 
sionally mandated studies. The panel 
concluded that “NAEP’s current achieve- 
ment-level-setting procedures remain 
fundamentally flawed. The judgment tasks 
are difficult and confusing; raters’ judg- 
ments of different item typcs are internally 

. 

inconsistent; appropriate validity evidence 
for the cut scorcs is lacking; and the pro- 
cess has produced unreasonable results.” ’’ 

The NAS panel accepted the continuing 
use of achievement levcls in reporting 
NAEP results on a trial basis, until such 
time as bettcr procedures can bc dcvel- 
oped. Specifically, the NAS panel con- 
cluded that “ . . . traclung changes in the 
pcrcentagcs of students performing at or 
above those cut scores (or in fact, any 
selected cut scorcs) can be of use in 
describing changes in student performance 
over time.”13 

NAGB urges all who are concerned 
about student performance levels to 
rccognize that the use of these achievc- 
ment levels is a developing process and is 
subject to various interpretations. NAGB 
and NCES believe that the achievement 
levels are useful for reporting trends in the 
educational achievement of students in the 
United States.I4 In fact, achievement level 
rcsults have been uscd in rcports by thc 
Prcsident of thc United States, the Secre- 
tary of Education, state governors,. legisla- 
tors, and members of Congress. Govern- 
ment leaders in the nation and in more than 
40 statcs USC these rcsults in their annual 
reports. 

l o  Reckase, M. D. (2000). The Evolution of the N A E P  Achievement Levels Setfing Process: A Swnmay of the Rcsearch and 

l1  
Development Efforts Conducted by A C T .  Iowa City, I A  ACT, Inc. 
National Assessment Goveuhg Board and National Center for Education Statistics. (1995). Pmceeditgs oftheJoint 
Conference on Standard Setting for Lqe-Scale Assessments of the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) and the 
National Centcrjr Education Stahtics (NCES). Washington, DC Government Printing Office. 

’ Pellegrho, J. W, Jones, L. R., and Mitchell, K. J. (Eds.). (1998). Gradtg the Nation’s Report Qrd: Evaluating N A E P  
and Tranrrming the Assessment of Educafional Progress. Committee on he Evaluation of National Assessmeuts of 
Educational Progress, Board on T e s h g  aud Assessment, Co-ssion on Behavioral and Social Sciences and 
Education, National Research Council. Waslungton, DC: National Academy Press. 

l 3  Ibid., 176. 
Forsytli, R. A. (2000). A Description of die Standard-Setting Procedures Used by Three Standardized Test 
Publishers. In Student Pqformance Standards on the National Assessment of Educational Pmgress: Aflinnotion and 
Imprownents. Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing Board. 
Nellhaus, J. M. (2000). States with NAEP-Lke Performance Standards. In Sfudmf Peforrnance Standards on fhe 
National Assessment of Educational Progress: A8rmation.r and Improvements. Waslungton, DC: National Assessment 
Govenliug Board. 
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However, based on the congressionally 
mandated cvaluations so far, NCES agrecs 
with the National L4cademy’s recommenda- 
tion that caution needs to bc exercised in 
thc usc of the currcnt achicvcmcnt lcvels. 
Therefore, NCES concludes that these 
achicvernent levels should continue to bc 
used on a trial basis and should continue to 
be intcrprcted and uscd with caution. 

The average scores and percentages pre- 
sentcd in this report are estimates based on 
samples of students rather than on entire 
populations. Moreover, the collection of 
qucstions uscd at each grade level is but a 
sample of the many questions that could 
havc been asked to assess the skills and 
abilitics described in thc NAEP reading 
framework. As such, thc results KC subjcct 
to a mcasure of uncertainty, rcflected in the 
standard error of the estimates-a range of 
a fcw points plus or minus thc score or 
percentage-which accounts for potential 
score or percentage fluctuation due to 
sampling and measurement error. The 
estimated standard errors for the estimated 
scalc scorcs and pcrcentagcs in this report 
are easily accessible through the NAEP 
Data Tool on thc N B P  web sitc (http:// 
nccs.cd.gov/nationsrcportcard/nacpdata/). 
Examples of these cstimatcd standard 
errors are also provided in appendix A of 
this report. 

Interpreting NAEP Results 

The differences between scale scores and 
bctwccn percentages discussed in thc 
following chapters take into account the 
standard errors associatcd with the esti- 
mates. Comparisons are bascd on statistical 
tests that considcr both the magnitude of 
thc differcncc bctwccn thc group avcrage 
scores or percentages and the standard 
crrors of thosc statistics. Estimates bascd 
on smaller subgroups arc likely to have 
relatively large standard errors. As a conse- 
qucncc, some seemingly large differences 
may not be statistically significant. When 
this is the case, the term “apparcnt differ- 
cncc” is used in this report. Differences 
bctwccn scorcs or between pcrccntagcs are 
discusscd in this report only when they are 
significant from a statistical perspective. 
All differences reported are significant at 
the .05 level with appropriate adjustments 
for multiple comparisons. The term “sig- 
nificant” is not intended to imply a judg- 
ment about the absolute magnitude or the 
cducational rclevancc of thc differcnccs. It 
is intended to identify statistically depend- 
able differences in avcragc scorcs or per- 
centages to help inform dialoguc among 
policymakcrs, educators, and the public. 

Readers arc cautioned against interprct- 
ing NAEP results in a causal sense. Infer- 
cnces related to subgroup perforrnancc or 
to the cffcctiveness of public and 
nonpublic schools, for cxample, should 
take into considcration the many socioeco- 
nomic and educational factors that may 
affect reading pcrformance. 
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Overview of the 
Remaining Report 
This report describes the reading perfor- 
mance of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth- 
graders in the nation, as well as fourth- and 
eighth-graders in participating states and 
other jurisdictions. Chapter 2 prescnts 
overall reading scale score and achievement 
lcvcl results across ycars for both the 
nation and participating states and othcr 
jurisdictions. Chapter 3 discusses national 
rcsults for subgroups of students by gender, 
race/ethnicity, parents' highest level of 
education (for gradcs 8 and 12 only), 
school type (public and nonpublic), 
school's type of location (urban, urban 
fringe/large town, rural/small town), Title 
I participation, and eligbility for free/ 
reduced-pricc school lunch. Statc and 
jurisdiction results are reported by gender, 
racc/cthnicity, and cligbility for frce/ 
rcduccd-pricc school lunch only. 

Chapter 4 presents sample assessment 
questions and student rcsponses at each 
grade level, including samples of multiple- 
choice and constructed-response qucs tions. 
A tablc showing thc pcrcentagc of students 
who answcrcd the qucstion successfully 
accompanics each samplc question. In 
addition, item maps for each grade level 
describe thc skill or ability needcd to 
answer particular reading questions and 
show the score points at which individual 
studcnts had a high probability of succcss- 
fully answering particular questions, 
thereby indicating the rclativc difficulty of 
each qucstion. 

The appendices of this report contain 
information to expand the results prcscnted 
in chapters 2 4 .  Appendix A contains an 
ovcrview of assessment devclopment, 
sampling, administration, and analysis 
proccdures. Appendix B presents thc 
perccntagcs of students in each of the 
subgroups reported for the nation, states, 
and othcr jurisdictions. Finally, appendix C 
shows state-level contextual data from 
sources other than NAEP. 
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Average Reading Scale Score 
and Achievement level Results 
for the Nation and States 
Overview 
This chapter presents the NAEP 2002 readmg results for 
public- and nonpublic-school students in the nation at 
grades 4, 8, and 12 and for public-school students in 
participating states and jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8. 
Average scores are reported on the NAEP reading 
composite scale, which ranges from 0 to 500 and in terms 
of the three readmg achievement levels Basic, Pmjkent, 
and Advanced. 

In addition to the results from the 2002 assessment, 
national results are presented for four previous reading 
assessment years at grade 4, and three previous assessments 
at grades 8 and 12 (the 2000 readmg assessment was 
administered at the fourth grade only). State-level results 
from three previous assessment years at grade 4 and one 
earlier assessment at grade 8 are also included. At grades 4 
and 8, the national sample in 2002 was a subset of the 
combined sample of students assessed in each participating 
state plus an addtional sample from the states that did not 

. participate in the state assessment. Although results were 

presented by region of the country (Northeast, South, 
Central, and LVest) in previous reports, regional data are not 
presented in this year’s report because low participation in 
some states that did not participate in the state assessment 
made the comparative data for two of the regions less 
reliable than in the past. 
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Results presented in the figures and 
tables throughout this rcport distinguish 
between two different reporting samples. 
The most recent results, based on adminis- 
tration procedures in which testing accom- 
modations were permitted for special needs 
students between 1998 and 2002, are 
denoted by solid lines or shading. Results 
from administrations between 1992 and 
2000 at grade 4, and between 1992 and 
1998 at grades 8 and 12 where accommo- 
dations were not permitted are highlighted 
by broken lines and unshaded areas. See 
chapter 1 for more information on the 
change in administration procedures. 

In 1998 (and again in 2000 at the fourth 
grade only) both types of administration 
procedures were used. Therefore there are 
two different sets of results in those yeas. 
One set of results is based on procedures 
in which accommodations were not permit- 
ted and mother set is based on procedures 
in which accommodations were permitted. 

Comparisons between the two sets of 
rcsults in thc years when both proccdurcs 
were used are discussed in detail in other 
NAEP reports.' 

National Reading 
Scale Score Results 
Figure 2.1 displays the average reading 
scores from 1992 to 2002 for fourth-, 
eighth-, and twelfth-graders. The fourth- 
grade average reading score in 2002 was 
higher than in 1994, 1998, and 2000 but 
was not found to be significantly different 
from 1992. Although the average score in 
2002 at grade 8 remained higher than 
average scores in 1992 and 1994, no 
significant difference has been detected 
from the 1998 administration. Following a 
decline in the average twelfth grade reading 
score between 1992 and 1994, the score 
increased in 1998, but then declined again 
between 1998 and 2002. 

' Doiialme, P. L., Fuinegmi, R. J., Lutkus, A. D., Allen, N. L., wd  Campbell, J. R. (2001). The Nutinn's Report Grd 
Fourth-Grade Readng 2000 (NCES 2002499). Washgton, DC U.S. Departmeut of Education, Office of 
Educational Research aud Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics. 
Lutkus, A. D., w d  hlazzeo, J. (2003). Including Spcciol-Needs Students in ihe N A E P  1998 Readng Assessment: Part I, 
Conparison .f Oycrall Results With and Wiihnui Acrommohtions. (NCES 2003-467). Washington, DC: US. Depart- 
m a t  of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Educatioil Statistics. 
Lutkus, -4. D., Inchiding Special-Needs Sindents in the iU4EP 1998 Rraabg Assessment: Part II, Resultsjor Sbihtits with 
Disabilities und Limited English Pmjcient Students. Wasl~igtoii, D C  U.S. Department of Education, Institute of 
Education Scieiices, Natioild Center for Education Statistics (forthcoming). 
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Figure 2.1 Average reading scale scores, grades 4,8, and 1 2  1992-2002 

300 292' 291' 
290 1 **.?$...~*n Grade 12 
280 290' 2ii7 

0 
'92 '94 '98 '00 '02 

= - 0 Accommodations not permitted 

M Accommodations permined 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
CHAPTER 2 N A E P  2 0 0 2  R E A D I N G  REPORT C A R D  21 



National Reading 
Scale Scores by Percentile 
l\nothcr w a y  to view students' pcrfor- 
niancc is by looking at how scores have 
changed across the performance distribu- 
tion. :\n examination of scores a t  diffcrcnt 
pcrccntilcs on the 0-500 rc:iding scale at 
e;ich gr;idc indicates whethcr o r  not the 
changes sccn in the ovcrall national avcrngc 
scorc results ;ire rcflcctcd in the perfor- 
tllilncc of lower-, middlc-, and highcr- 
performing students. Figure 2.2 shows thc 
avcragc rcading scale score for students 
scoring at the 10th, 2.5th, 50th, 75th, and 
90th pcrcenttlcs at all three gradc Ievcls. 
The percentile indicatcs the pcrccntage of 
students whosc scorcs fell bclow a particu- 
lar point on the NA-\f.:P rcading scale. 1 6 -  

example, the 75th pcrccntile scorc at grade 
3 was 241 in 2002, indicating that 75 
pcrcent of fourth-gradcrs scored bclow 2 4 .  

;\t grade 1, scores at the loth, 25th, and 
.50th pcrccntilcs wcrc higher in 2002 than 
in 1998 and 2000 but were not found to bc 
signific;tntly diffcrcnt from 1992. 'Ihe 
fourth-pidc score at thc 7-5th pcrccntik 
was higher in 2002 than in 1992. i\t grade 
8, scores werc higher in 2002 than in 1992 
at a11 but the 90th percentile. However, 
only scores for lower-performing studcnts 
at the 10th and 25th pcrccntilcs wcrc 
higher in 2002 than in 1998. :It grade 12, 
thc declinc in performance since 1992 was 
evidcnt across most of the scorc distribu- 
tion with lowcr scores in 2002 at thc 10th, 
25tl.1, 50th, and 75th pcrccntilcs. 

Figure 2.2 Reading scale score percentiles, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 
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National Reading 
Achievement level Results 
I n  ddi t ion to reporting avcrage reading 
scale scores, N . U P  reports reading perfor- 
mancc by ;ichievcmcnt levels. 'I'hc reading 
achicvcmcnt levcls arc RmL; PyLient, and 
Aduticed. Discussion related to the setting 
of achicvcmcnt lcvcls is covcred in chapter 1. 

1;ip-c 2.3 tracks the percentages of 
students at or  ilbo\rc Prujiient-the level 
identified by N.-iGB as the lercl at which 
a11 students should perform-across 
xsessmcnt ycars. 'I'able 2.1 prcscnts the 
achicvcmcnt Icvcl results in two ways for 
c,ich grade: ;is the percentage of studcnts 
within each achicvcmcnt level and as thc 

pcrccntagc of students at o r  above the Basic 
lcvcl m d  at or  ;ibovc the Piy2LieNt lcvcl. 
'I'hc pcrccntagcs at o r  above specific 
achicvcmcnt Icvcls arc cumulative. In- 
cluded among the pcrcentagc of students ;it 

o r  ;hove the BuJ-ZL. lcvcl are also thosc who 
have achicvcd thc I 'qhieizt  and Adtunad  
levels of pcrformancc. Included among 
studcnts at or  above the Profkient lcvcl arc 
also thosc who have attained the AdLunced 
lcvcl of performance. Athough significant 
differences in thc pcrceiitagcs of students 
within ;ichicvcmcnt levels are indicated in 
the table, o n l y  the differences at o r  ;ibovc 
hi; at or ;11)0vc P ? ~ c i e i i t ,  and at Ariiunzd 
arc discusscd in this scction. 

Figure 2.3 Percentage of students at or above Profkienf in reading, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 
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Reading Results for States 
and Other Jurisdictions 
In addition to the national results, reading 
performance data were collected for fourth- 
and eighth-grade students attending public 
schools in states and other jurisdictions 
that chose to participate in 2002.’ Results 
are presented for jurisdictions that partici- 
pated in one or more of the 1992, 1994, 
1998, and 2002 reading assessments at 
grade 4, and in the 1998 and 2002 assess- 
ments at grade 8. Statistically significant 
changes across years are indicated in tables 
based on two tests: one that examines one 
jurisdiction at a time (*) and another that 
considers all the jurisdictions that partici- 
pated, using a multiple comparison proce- 
dure (”*). Differences over time discussed 
in the text of this report are bascd on 
statistically significant findings detected 
using either comparison procedure. (See 
“Conducting Multiple Tests” in appendix A 
for a more detailed discussion of compari- 
son procedures.) 

Although 50 jurisdictions participated in 
the 2002 reading assessment (taking into 
account those that participated in either 
grade 4 or 8), not all met minimum school 
participation guidelincs for reporting their 
results. (See “Standards for State Sample 
Participation and Reporting of Results” in 
appendix A for details on thcsc guidelines.) 
Results from the 2002 assessment are not 
included for Illinois or Wisconsin at grades 
4 and 8, or for Minnesota at grade 8, 
because they did not meet the minimum 
public school pTarticipation rate of 70 
percent. Jurisdictions that did not meet one 

or more of the other participation guide- 
lines are noted in each of thc tables. 

To ensure that the samples in each state 
are representative, NAEP has established 
policies and procedures to maximize the 
inclusion of all students in the assessment. 
Every effort is made to ensure that all 
selected students who are capable of 
participating meaningfully in thc asscss- 
ment are assessed. While some students 
with disabilities and/or limited English 
proficient (SD and/or LEP) students can 
be assessed without any special procedures, 
others require accommodations to partici- 
pate in NAEP. Still other SD and/or LEP 
students selected by NAEP may not be 
able to participate. Local school authorities 
determine whether SD/LEP students 
require accommodations or shall be ex- 
cluded because they cannot be assessed. 
The percentage of SD and/or LEP stu- 
dents who are excluded from NAEP 
assessments varies from one jurisdiction to 
another and within a jurisdiction over time. 

If cxcluded studcnts are lcss proficicnt 
readers, variations in exclusion rates could 
have an impact on average reading scores 
or score gains within jurisdictions. NCES 
is currently sponsoring ongoing research on 
the potential impact of changes in exclu- 
sion rates on changes in average reading 
performance. The preliminary findings 
from the research suggest that the potential 
impact on reading scores is minimal. 

l’lirougliout tliis chapter tlie tenn jurisdictioiu is used to refer to die states, territories, and Department of Defeuse 
scliools that participated in the NAEP readiug assessiuents. 
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For example, in one scenario at the fourth 
gradc, for 21 of 38 jurisdictions that 
participated in both 1998 and 2002 (and 
for which sccnario rcsults arc availablc) the 
change in avcragc reading scores might 
have diffcrcd by up to one point in cither 
direction from what is bcing rcported, had 
all excluded students been assessed and 
performed as hypothesized. Thirty-five of 
the 38 jurisdictions might have differed by 
up to three points, and another three 
jurisdictions might have differed by thrce 
points or more. Further discussion of this 
rcscarch is prcscntcd in “Investigating the 
Potcntial Effccts of Exclusion Ratcs on 
Assessment Rcsults” in appcndix A. 

Reading Scale Score Results 
by State/Jurisdiction 
Average reading scale scores by jurisdiction 
are shown in table 2.2 for grade 4, and 
table 2.3 for grade 8. Whereas the national 
results presented in the previous sections 
of this chapter rcprcscnt both public and 
nonpublic schools combined, the national 
average scores shown in cach of thcsc 
tables represent the performance of public- 
school students only. 

Of thc 40 jurisdictions that participatcd 
in both the 1998 and 2002 fourth grade 
reading asscssments, 19 showed score 
increascs in 2002 and only 1 jurisdiction 
showcd a dcclinc. Among the 40 jurisdic- 
tions that participated in both 1992 and 
2002, average reading scores in 2002 
were highcr in 15 jurisdictions and lower 
in 2 jurisdictions. At grade 8, 10 of the 
37 jurisdictions that participated in both 
asscssmcnt ycars showcd gains between 
1998 and 2002, and 5 showed declines. 
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fable 2.2 Average reading scale scores, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-2002 

1992 1994 iwa 2002 
Nation (Public) 

Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Iowa ' 

Kansas 4 
Kentucky 

Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 

Michigan 
Minnesota 4 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York 3 
North Carolina 
North Dakota t 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee t 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin + 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
District of Columbia 

DDESS 1 
DoDDS 
Guam 

Virain Islands 

21 s 
207 
209 * 
21 1 
202 
21 7 
222 * '=* 
21 3 *,** 
208 *,** 
212 
203 * 
21 9 
221 
22s 

21 3 * '** 
- 

204 
227 
21 1 *,** 
226 *,** 
216 
221 *,** 
199 
220 

22 1 

228 
223 
21 1 
215 *,** 
212 *,** 
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- 
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217 
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224 
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- 
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- 

- 

- 
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224 
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- 

- 
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220 *,** 
223 
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- 
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206 
209 
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206 *'** 
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200 **** 
- 
- 
220 
221 
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225 
212 *,** 
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206 
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205 

- 

- 
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213 *,** 
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- 
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218 *'** 
21 6 
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21 9 
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- 

191 
22s 
224 
185 
179 

BEST COPY AVAILP?BLE !? I 



Table 2.3 Average reading scale scores, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

1998 1998 2002 
Nation (Public) ’ 261 261 * 263 

Alabama 255 255 253 
Arizona 261 260 257 

Arkansas 256 * 256 * 260 
California * 253 252 250 
Colorado 264 264 - 

Connecticut 272 *,** 270 * 267 
Delaware 256 *,** 254 *,** 267 

Florida 253 *,** 255 *,** 261 
Georgia 257 257 258 
Hawaii 250 249 * 252 
Idaho - - 266 

Indiana - - 265 
Kansas * 268 260 269 

Kentucky 262 262 265 
Louisiana 252 * 252 * 256 

Maine 273 271 270 
Maryland 262 26 1 263 

Massac husetts 269 269 271 
Michigan - - 265 

Minnesota * 267 265 - 
Mississippi 251 * 251 * 255 

Missouri 263 *,** 262 *,** 268 
Montana 270 271 270 
Nebraska - - 270 

Nevada 257 *,** 258 *,** 251 
New Mexico 258 * 258 *,** 2 54 

New York * 266 265 264 
North Carolina 264 262 265 
North Dakota * - - 268 

Ohio - - 268 
Oklahoma 265 * 265 * 262 

Pennsylvania - - 265 
Rhode Island 262 264 * 262 

South Carolina 255 255 250 
Tennessee * 259 250 260 

Texas 262 261 262 
Utah 265 263 263 

Vermont - - 272 
Virginia 266 266 269 

Washington * 265 264 * 260 
West Virginia 262 262 264 

Wncansin + 266 265 - 
Wyoming 262 263 265 

American Samoa - - 198 
District of Columbia 236 236 240 

DDESS 269 268 272 
DoDDS 269 *,** 269 *,** 273 

Guam - - 240 
Virgin Islands 233 * 231 *,** 241 

Oregon + 266 266 268 

Other Jurisdictions 

- hdicalnhdhe~bdnolpohopateadid~mct~miimum~llap~lmguinf~~~. 
+ In~nhd~e~mdiaan~n~mcttmeormnolthegudslvlnforslml~oblmm2002. 
‘kgnBmltyMwm1hcm2W2hm .lh, me &mot thewh b h g  exrmincd. 
“ S r g r h t m ~ y d i f f ~ l h c m ~ 2 ~ f f l ~ g n ~ ~ e ~ c m ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ m d ~ ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~ y ~  
’Ndmdrauklhd me pmnd famnnmenk pior lo Mo2 me hscd m bunobndd,  mlm n p p i e d  rblc mrsvnedmr&% 
2~ofDefaMDameaDcpadatlhloydE+Sdmh 
~Depohrrnlofoefaarocpnderhsdmblovaras). 
NOTI. (onpcmtive prfmnoncc I C S U ~  moy bc offeaed dmgn in c x h r &  fotrtudenhwiih kdditk md hed Eqkh pofianlrhdaamlhe NAEP mr&% 
SOUR(f:U.S.OepobnsnlofEdu&, ~ m ~ k o f ~ ~ m ~ ~ i m d ( e n l c r f o r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ N ~ b s m m e n l o f ~ ~ D g r ~ ( ~ ) ,  \998Md?Mn Rmbn(lAmLnmenl1 
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The maps in figures 2.4 and 2.5 compare 
statc and national average rcading scorcs in 
2002 at grades 4 and 8 respectively. At 
grade 4, 26 jurisdictions had scores that 
were highcr than the national avcrage 
score, 15 had scores that were lower than 
the national average, and no significant 
differences were detected between the 

jurisdiction and national average for 7 
jurisdictions. At grade 8, 20 jurisdictions 
had scores that were higher than the 
national average score, 15 had scores that 
were lower than the national averagc, and 
no significant di€ferences were detected 
between the statc and national average for 
12 jurisdictions. 

Figure 2.4 Comparison of state and national public school average reading scale scores, grade 4 2002 

0 Jurisdiction had higher average scale score than nation. 
Jurisdictlon was not found to be signlflcantly different from nation In average Scale score. 

0 Jurisdiction had lower average scale score than nation. 
Jurisdiction did not meet minimum participation rate guidelines. 
Jurisdiction did not participate in the NAEP 2002 Reading State Assessment. 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE C H A P T E R  2 N A E P  2 0 0 2  R E A D I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  29 

46 



Figure 2.5 Comparison of state and national public school average reading scale scores, grade 8 2002 

I i 

0 
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Cross-State/Jurisdiction 
Reading Scale Score 
Comparisons 
Figures 2.6 and 2.7 display the differences 
in thc NAEP 2002 avcrage reading scale 
scores between any two participating 
jurisdictions at gradcs 4 and 8 respectivcly. 
Thcsc figures are set up similarly to mileagc 
charts on travcl maps. On thc line across 
thc top of the figure, find thc name of the 
targeted jurisdiction and follow the column 
bclow the target jurisdiction to the jurisdic- 
tion chosen for comparison. If the cell of 
the comparison jurisdiction is not shaded, 
the difference between the two scores was 
not found to be statistically significant. If 
the ccll of the comparison jurisdiction is 
lightly shaded, the average scale score of 
that jurisdiction was higher than that of thc 
jurisdiction named at thc  top of thc col- 
umn. The darkly shaded cells indicatc that 

the average scale score of the comparison 
jurisdiction was lower than that of the 
jurisdiction selected at the top of the 
column. For cxamplc, in figurc 2.6, the first 
cell in the second row compares thc aver- 
age scores at gradc 4 in Massachusetts 
(MA) to thc averagc scorc in Connccticut 
(CT). The shading in this cell indicates 
that thc avcrage score in Massachusetts 
was higher than that in Connecticut. 

At grade 4, Massachusetts was the 
highest-pcrforming statc. Fourth-gradcrs in 
Connecticut were outperformed by their 
counterparts in iMassachusetts and had 
higher scores than the other participating 
jurisdictions except Vermont. At grade 8, 
avcrage scores for Department of Defcnsc 
domestic schools and overseas schools, 
Vcrmont, and Massachusctts were among 
thc highest pcrforming jurisdictions. 
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BEg~re 2.6 Cross-state comparison of average reading scale scores, grade 4 public schools: 2002 

example, note the column under Maine: Maine's score was lower than Massachusetts and Connecticut, about the same as a11 the 
jurisdictions from Vermont through Utah, and higher than the remaining jurisdictions down the column. 

Jurisdiction had higher averoge destore 
than the jumdictionhed at the top of Ihe figure. 

Mosi ifimntdifferente detededfrom the jurisdiction 
iste at the top of the figure. 

0 Juridiction had lower averoge stale store 
than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the figure. 

# Indicates that the juridiiian did not meet one or more of the guidelines for xhool portidpation in 2002 
1 Depament of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary khoolr. 

NOTE f i e  between-iurisdiidion tom- take into aaount sampling and m r e m e n t  error and hated 
jurirdictian is beingcomparedwifheveryotheriurididion. Significanceisdetennined by anapplicationof a 
multiplwomparim pmcedure(reeappendiiA1. 

Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overreprl. =IT 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, ImtiMe of Education Sciences, Naiiond Center for Education Stotbtirs, 
Motional llaerrment of Educdiond Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading ksesrnent. 
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Figere 2.7 Cross-state comparison of average reading scale scores, grade 8 public schools: 2002 

example, note the column under Connecticut: Connecticut's score was found to be lower than DODOS, DDESS, and Vermont, about the 
same M all the juriidictionr from Massothuretts through Maryland, and higher than the remaining jurisdictions down the column. 
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w 
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MI 
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RI 
R 
TN 
AR 
GA 
sc 
Az 
IA 
tds 
NM 
bl 
HI 
I 
[A 
VI 
GU 

I U' 

1 oc k 
0 Jurisdiction had higher averoge rcalexore 

0 No significant difference detded from the juridiclion listed at the 

Indicates thot the iurisdidion did not meet one or more of the guidelinesfor school partiuption in 2002. 
thantheiurisdiaionlstedotthetopofthefigure. 

top of the figure. 

Jurisdiction had lower averoge scale rcore 
than theiurirdiaionli~edotthetopofhefigure. 

I Depmtment of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas). 
2 Deparhnent Defense ~~~d~ D ~ ~ ~ & ~ ~  gementory 
NOTE: The befweenjurisdicth comparbonr toke into aaounlwnpling and measurement error and hot each 
jurisdction is being compared with every oiher iuriiictian. Significance is determined by an application of a 
multiplecoinpariron procedure (see appendix A). 
SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Imfhte of Education Sciences, National Center far Education Stotistirs, 
Notional Arresunentof Educational Progress(NAEP), 2002 Reading Aaeswnent. 
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Reading Achievement Level 
Results by State/Jurisdiction 
Achievement level scores for jurisdictions 
are presented both as the percentage of 
students scoring within each reading 
achievement level range and as the percent- 
age of studcnts falling at or above the 
Pt@a’ent level. The percentage of students 
within cach reading achicvemcnt lcvel 
rangc for participating jurisdictions in 2002 
is prcscntcd in figurc 2.8 for gradc 4 and in 
figurc 2.9 for grade 8. The shaded bars 
represent the proportion of students in 
cach of thc three achicvcmcnt lcvcls (Basic, 
Pt@Lient, and Advanced) as well as the 
proportion of students who performed 
below the Basic level. Each jurisdiction’s 
shaded bar is aligned at the point where the 
Pt@Lient levcl begins; scanning down the 
horizontal bars allows comparison of the 
pcrccntagcs of students who were at or 
above P?@Lient. Jurisdictions arc listcd in 
the figures in three clusters based on a 
statistical comparison of thc pcrccntagc of 
studcnts at or abovc Pt@cient in cach 
jurisdiction with the national pcrccntagc of 

public-school students at or above PmJ- 
cient. Thc jurisdictions in thc top clustcr of 
each figure had a higher percentage of 
students who wcrc at or above thc Ptojcient 
levcl compared to the nation. Thc percent- 
ages of students in jurisdictions clustcrcd 
in thc middle wcre not found to differ 
significantly from the national percentage. 
Jurisdictions in the bottom clustcr had 
percentages lower than the national per- 
centage. Within each cluster, jurisdictions 
are listed alphabetically. 

Figure 2.8 shows that, at grade 4, 19 
jurisdictions had higher percentages of 
students performing at or above the Profi- 
cient level than the nation, 14 had percent- 
ages that were not found to differ signifi- 
cantly from the nation, and 15 had percent- 
ages that were lower than the nation. 

In figure 2.9, the results for grade 8 show 
16 jurisdictions with higher percentages of 
studcnts performing at or abovc thc Profi- 
cient level than the nation, 15 with percent- 
ages that wcre not found to differ signifi- 
cantly from thc nation, and 16 with pcr- 
ccntagcs that wcrc lowcr than thc nation. 
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Figure 2.8 Percentage of students within each reading achievement level range, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002 

The bors below contain percentages of students in each NAEP reading achievement level range. Each population of 
students is alianed at the w i n t  where the Proficienfcategow begins, x) that they may be compored at Proficienfand above. 

Conneclicul 
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DDESS ' 
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Figure 2.9 Percentage of students within each reading achievement level range, grade 8 public schools: By state, 2002 

The burs below contain percentoges of students in each NAEP reading achievement level range. Each population of 
students is  aligned ot the point where the Proficientcategory &ins, KJ that they may be compored at Prokienland above. _ .  - . .  
Juriscictions are listed alphabetically within hree groups: the percentage at or above Proficientwas higher than, not found 
to be significontly different from, or lower than the nation. 
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The percentage of students performing 
at or above tlic Prt@ient levcl across years 
for each state/jurisdiction is presented in 
table 2.4 for gradc 4 and in tablc 2.5 for 
gradc 8. Thc pcrccntagc of fourth-graders 
at or above Pmja'ent increascd from 1998 

to 2002 in 11 jurisdictions and decreased in 
1 jurisdiction. Pcrcentagcs of fourth- 
graders increased since 1992 in 17 jurisdic- 
tions. The percentage of cighth-gradcrs at 
or above Pmjdeent increased sincc 1998 in 5 
jurisdictions and dcclined in 1 jurisdiction. 
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Table 2.4 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-2002 

Nation (Public) ' 
Alabama 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California + 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Iowa + 

Konsas 4 
Kentucky 
Louisiona 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massochusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota t 
Misskippi 

Missouri 
Montana * 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York * 
North Carolina 
North Dakota * 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington * 
West Virginia 

Watonsin * 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
District of Columbia 

DDESS 
DoDDS 
Guam 

Tennessee + 

Accommodations not permitted 
1992 
27 * 
20 
21 
23 
19 
25 
34 * ** 
24 * ** 
21 * * *  
25 
I7 * 
28 * 
30 
36 

23 * ** 
IS*** 
36 
24 * ** 
36 * ** 
26 
31 *,** 
14 
30 

31 

38 
35 
23 
27 * ** 
25 * ** 
35 
27 * ** 
29 

32 
20 * 
22 * 
23 
24 
30 

31 ** 

25 
33 
33 

10 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
- 
8 3 .* 

1994 
28 
23 
24 
24 
18 
28 
38 
23 *,** 
23 * 
26 
19 

33 
35 

26 
15 *,** 
41 *,** 
26 

- 

- 

36 *,** 
- 
33 
18 
31 
35 
34 

36 
33 
21 
27 *,** 
30 
38 

- 

- 
- 
- 
30 
32 
20 *,** 
27 
26 
30 
- 
26 *.** 
27 *,** 
26 
3s 
32 

8 
- 
28 *,** 
8 
- 

1998 
29 
24 
22 
23 
20 
34 
46 
25 *,** 
23 ' 
24 
I7 * 
- 
- 
35 
34 
29 
19 
36 
29 
37 *,*a 
28 
36 
18 
29 
37 

21 
38 

22 
29 * 
28 * 

- 

- 

- 
- 
30 
20 

32 
22 
25 
29 
28 * 

30 *,** 
29 * 
29 
34 
30 

10 
32 
34 

8 

- 

- 

- 

Accommodations permitted 1 
1998 
28 
24 
22 
23 
20 
33 
43 
22 *,** 
22 *,** 
24 * 
I7 * 
- 
- 
33 
34 
29 
17 
35 
27 
35 *,** 
28 
35 
17 
28 
37 

20 
37 

21 
29 * 
27 * 

- 

- 

- 
- 
30 
26 * 

31 
22 
25 
28 
28 

30 *,** 
30 * 
28 
34 
29 

10 
32 
33 

7 

- 

- 

- 

2002 
30 
22 
22 
26 
21 

43 
35 
27 
28 
21 
32 
33 
35 
34 
30 
20 
35 
30 
47 
30 
37 
16 
32 
36 
34 
21 

- 

- 
- 
21 
35 
32 
34 
34 
26 
31 
34 
32 
26 
25 
20 
33 
39 
31 
35 
28 

31 

10 
34 
33 

8 
6 

- 
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Table 2.5 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

1998 
Accommodations not Dermitted 1 Accommodations permitted 

1998 2002 
Nation (Public) 31 30 31 

Alabomo 21 22 21 
Arizona 28 * 2 1  23 

Arkansas 23 * 23 2 1  
California 1 22 21 20 
Colorado 30 30 

Connecticut 42 * 40 3 1  
Delaware 25 ** 23 *.** 33 

Florida 23 23 * 29 
Georgia 25 25 26 
Hawaii 19 19 20 

34 Idaho - - 
32 Indiana - - 

Kansas 1 35 36 38 
Kentucky 29 30 32 
Louisiana 18 * 17 * 22 

Maine 42 41 38 
Maryland 31 31 32 

Massachusetts 36 38 39 
- 32 Michigan - 

Minnesota 1 31 36 - 
Misfissippi 19 19 20 

Missouri 29 20 * 33 
Montana 4 38 40 3 1  

- 36 Nebraska - 
Nevada 24 * 23 * 19 

New Mexico 24 23 20 
New York 1 34 32 32 

North Corolina 31 30 32 
- 35 North Dakota + - 
- 35 Ohio - 

Oklahoma 29 30 28 
Oregon 4 33 35 3 1  

35 
Rhode Island 30 32 30 

South Corolina 22 22 24 
Tennessee 1 26 27 28 

Texos 28 27 31 
Utoh 31 31 32 

- 40 Vermont - 
Virginia 33 33 37 

Washington 1 32 * 32 * 37 
West Virginia 27 28 29 

Wisconsin 1 33 34 
Wyoming 29 31 31 

1 
Dishict of Columbia 12 11 10 

ODES 3 1  39 3 1  
DoDDS 36 3 1  40 

11 Guam - - 

- 

Pennsylvania - - 

- 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Samw - - 

Virgin Islands 10 9 7 
- ~ n L d l h e i u i r b a m b d ~ p M ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ l a ~ .  
t bdata bdheiuidihm b d n o t r n a ~ m s r m c o l L g J d d n a l w s d d p m  2002. 
'kii~lh, differmt frm 2002*tKnh 
"~hdydiffennlhrm M02~enudngsrmbpk~.anpobpnpot~bmedon$I~r idiOiaK~~~oldbdhyMvr 
 IN^ r & h  maptarsn*d~~oanrmaapmr 10 ~ 0 2 ~ e t d m h  m l i d d ,  m i m ~ ~ d m  ourmnl~pk. 
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Cross-State/Jurisdiction 
Reading Achievement 
level Comparisons 
Figures 2.10 and 2.11 display the same type 
of cross-statcljurisdiction comparisons 
that were presented earlier for scale score 
rcsults, but thc performancc mcasure being 
comparcd in these figures is thc percentage 
of students at or abovc the Pmjcient levcl 
in 2002 for grades 4 and 8 rcspcctively. 

At grade 4, Massachusetts and Connecti- 
cut had higher pcrccntagcs of students at 
or abovc P@Lient than thc other participat- 
ing jurisdictions, and thc pcrcentagc in 
Vcrinont was lowcr only in comparison 
with Massachusetts. 

At grade 8, the percentages of students 
at or abovc Pt@cient in 13 jurisdictions 
were among the highest in the participating 
jurisdictions. The 3 jurisdictions includcd 
Connecticut, Dcpartmcnt of Dcfcnse 
domcstic schools and overscas schools, 
I(ansas, Mainc, Massachusetts, Montana, 
Nebraska, Ohio, Oregon, Vermont, 
Virgnia, and Washington. 
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Figure 2.10 Cross-state comparison of percentage of students at  or above Proficient in reading, grade 4 public schools: 2002 

Instruttions: Read & the column directly under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading at the top of the figure. Match the shading 
intensity surrounding a jurisdiction's abbreviation to the key below to determine whether the percentage of students at or above 
frohcientfor this jurisdiction wos found to be higher than, not significantly different from, or lower than the jurisdiction in the column 
heading. For example, note the column under Virginia: The percentage of students at or above frohienf in Virginia was lower than 
Massachusetts and Connecticut, about the same as a11 the jurisdictions from Vermont through Idaho, and higher than the remaining 
jurisdictions down the column. 
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Figure 2.1 1 Cross-state comparison of percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, grade 8 public schools: 2002 

heading. For example, note the column under Idaho: The percentage of students at or above Proficient in Idaho was lower than 
Vermont and DoDDS, about the same as a11 the jurisdictions from Massachusetts through Tennessee, and higher than the remaining - jurisdictions down the column. Y 
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Subgroup Results 
for the Nation and States 

In addition to reporting on the performance of all students, 
N B P  also provides results for a variety of subgroups of 
students for each grade level assessed. The subgroup results 
show not only how these groups of students performed in 
comparison with one another, but also the progress each 
group has made over time. The information presented in this 
chapter is a valuable indicator of how well the nation is 
progressing toward the goal of improving the achievement 
of all students. 

This chapter includes average reading scale scores and 
achievement level results for subgroups of students in the 
nation at grades 4, 8, and 12, and in participating jurisdictions 
at grades 4 and 8. National results are reported by gender, 
race/ethnicity, students’ eligibility for free/reduced-price 
school lunch, participation in Title I, parents’ highest level of 
education, type of school, and type of school location. 
Results for participating jurisdictions are presented by 
gender, race/ethnicity, and students’ eligibility for free/ I 

reduced-price school lunch. Additional subgroup results for 
each jurisdiction that participated in the NAEP reading 
assessment are available on the NAEP web site (http:// 
nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard). The weighted percentage of 
students corresponbg with each subgroup reported in this 
chapter can be found in appendix B. 
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Differences in students’ performance on 
thc 2002 rcading assessmcnt between 
demographic subgroups and across years 
for a particular subgroup are discussed only 
if they have been determined to be statisti- 
cally significant. The reader should bear in 
mind that the estimated scale score for a 
subgroup of students does not reflect the 
entire range of performance within that 
group. Differences in subgroup perfor- 
mance cannot be ascribed solely to students’ 
subgroup identification. Average student 
performance is affected by the interaction 
of a complex set of cducational, cultural, 
and social factors not discussed in this 
rcport or addrcssed by NAEP asscssmcnts. 

Performance of Selected 
Subgroups for the Nation 
Gender 
As shown in figure 3.1, the average scores 
of male and female fourth-graders were 
higher in 2002 than in 1998, but wcrc not 
found to bc significantly diffcrcnt from the 
scores in 1992. While reading scores for 
eighth-grade malcs increased betwccn 1998 
and 2002, the average score for females in 
2002 was not found to be significantly 
different from that in 1998. Average reading 

scores for both male and female eighth- 
graders wcrc higher in 2002 than in 1992 
and 1994. The average reading scores of 
both male and female twelfth-graders 
dccrcascd betwccn 1998 and 2002, and thc 
2002 average scores were lower than the 
1992 scores for both groups. 

produced a body of rcscarch rich in data 
documenting gender differences in reading 
and language arts achievement.’ A 2000 
rcading study of studcnts in grades 2 
through 7 showed gender differences 
favoring girls,’ just as another study showed 
that girls outperform boys in reading by 
approximately one and one-half years.’ 
Results of a recent international assessment 
of reading suggest that differences in 
performance between male and female 
students are also evident in other c~untr ies .~ 
Results from the NAEP reading assess- 
ments presented in figure 3.1 reflect similar 
patterns in performance between male and 
female students. In 2002, female students 
outperformed their male peers in all three 
grades. 

Educators and government agencies have 

* U.S. Department of Education. (2002). The Conllition d Ehcution (NCES 2002-025). Washington, D C  Author 
US. Department of Education. (2001). Rcudingjor Undcrstunding: Towurh on R dr D Progrom in Reudiig Conprehension. 
Waslkigton, DC: Author. 

Faceted Rasch Applied to CBM Reading Scores. Journal o/ Appliedhfeusurement 1(4), 393408. 
Hoff Souuners, C. (2000). The WurAguinst B y :  How Misguidcd Feminism is Hurming Our Young Men. New York Shou 
and Sdiuster. 
Ogle, L. T., Sen, A., Pame, E., Jocelyn, L, Kastberg, n, Roey, S., and Williams, T. (2003). Inkrnutionul Coqurisons in 
Fourth-Grude Reuding Literuy: Findingfrom the Pr0gms.r in Znkrtrationul Rcuding l iteruy S&dy (PIRL.S) bf 2001 (NCES 
2003-073). Washgtou, DC: US. Departmwt of Education, Iustitute of Education Sciences, National Cwter for 
Education Statistics. 

* MacMdlan, P. (2000). Simultaneous Measurement of Reading Growth, Gender, and .Relative-Age Effects: Many 
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Figure 3.1 Average reading scale scores, by gender, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 
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;\nother way to view trends in student for eighth-graders, and 16 points for 
performance is to dctcrminc whether die twclfth-gr.ndcrs. While this represents a 
score ''gap" that exists bctwccn subgroups narrowing of the gap since 2000 ;it grade 4, 
of students has narrowcd o r  widcncd across the gap in 2002 was not found t o  be signit? 
asscssmcnt years. The scale score gaps cmtly diffcrcnt from that in 1992. A\t grade 
between male and female students arc 8, the gap in 2002 was sm;iller than in nll 
nrm.nntMl ;n F ; m , r n  2 3 n,-;,\r . I r r n l . r m r l n t  .',",Cr T L n  '.,-.,ln '.?,,t-,> ,7'>0 

Figure 3.2 Gaps in overage reading scale stores, by gender, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 
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Reodmg Arserunenlr. 
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Table 3.1 displays achievement level 
information for the national sample of 
fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-graders both 
as die pcrcentagcs of malc and female 
studcnts within each achicvcmcnt level 
mngc and as thc pcrccntagcs of male and 
female students at or abovc the Basic and 
Pr$cient levels. 

At grade 4, thc pcrcentagcs of malcs at 
or above thc Basic and PrGcieent lcvels werc 
higher in 2002 than in 2000 but were not 
found to diffcr significantly from thosc in 
1992. The percentages of female fourth- 
graders at or above Basic and at or above 
ProJin'entwere higher in 2002 than in 1998 
but were not found to differ significantly 
from those in 1992. 

At grade 8, the percentage of males at or 
above Basic was higher in 2002 than in any 
of the previous assessment years. The 
percentage of males at or above Prcjicient in 
2002 was higher than that in 1992 and in 
1994. The percentage of eighth-grade 

1 

females at or above Baic in 2002 was higher 
than in 1992 and in 1994, whilc the pcrccnt- 
age at or above Pmjcient in 2002 was not 
found to bc significantly diffcrcnt from that 
in any of the prcvious asscssmcnt years. 

At grade 12, the percentages of male and 
female students at or above Basic werc lower 
in 2002 than in 1992. Thc pcrccntage of 
malc twclfth-graders at or above Avjcient 
dcclined from 1998 to 2002 and was lowcr 
in 2002 than in 1992. The percentage of 
female twelfth-graders at or  abovc Pr@cieent 
was lower than in 2002 than in 1998 but was 
not found to be significantly different from 
1992. In 2002, the percentage of females at 
Admncedwas higher than in 1992. 

mance between male and female students in 
2002, higher percentages of female students 
were at or above the Basic and Profzcient 
levels, and at Admnced, than their male peers 
in all three gradcs. 

Lookmg at the differcnccs in perfor- 
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Table 3.1 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and gender, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 

M a l e  
Accommodations not permitted 1992 

1994 
1998 
2000 

Accommodations permitted 1998 
2000 
2002 

Actommodations not permitted 1992 
1994 
1998 
2000 

Accommodations permitted 1998 
2000 

Female 

2002 

Ator above At or above ' 
Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Prondsnt 

42 
45 * 
41 
42 

43 * 
45 * 
39 

33 
34 
35 
33 

38 * 
36 
33 

M a l e  
Accommodations not permitted 1992 36 

1994 38 * 
1998 32 * 

Accommodations permitted 1998 33 
2002 29 

Female 
Accommodations not permitted 1992 24 * 

1994 23 * 
1998 19 

Accommodations permitted 1998 20 
2002 20 

32 
30 
31 
31 

30 
30 
32 

35 
32 
32 
31 

31 
30 
33 

20 
20 * 
22 
21 

21 
20 * 
22 

24 
25 
25 
26 

23 * 
25 
26 

40 * 22 * 
40 * 21 * 
41 25 

41 * 24 
43 26 

40 31 * 
40 32 
41 36 

41 35 
42 34 

2 
2 

58 25 
55 * 26 
59 28 
58 27 

57 * 27 
55 * 25 * 
61 28 

67 32 
66 34 
65 33 
67 36 

62 32 * 
64 34 
6 1  35 

64 * 23 * 
62 * 23 ' 
68 * 27 

67 * 26 
71 28 

76 * 35 
77 * 36 
81 40 

80 39 
80 38 

M a l e  
Actommodations not permitted 1992 25 * 41 32 * 2 75 34 * 

1994 31 39 27 2 69 29 
1998 30 * 38 28 4 '  70 * 32 * 

Accommodations permitted 1998 30 38 28 3 70 32 * 
2002 33 39 26 2 67 20 

Accommodations not permitted 1992 16 * 30 41 5 '  84 46 
1994 20 37 37 6 80 43 
1998 17 * 35 41 8 83 48 * 

2002 20 37 37 7 80 44 

Female 

Accommodations permitted 1998 17 35 40 8 83 48 * 

' Signiiatly different hom 2002. 
NOTE: Pwsntops 
In o d h  to dbrinp lo( orrommodPliom, h a  ~ r ~ t ~ ~ l n o d P f l o n ~ p a r m i t l a d  results d grodc 4 (1998-2W2) diffw dightty horn paviaus yews' ra~lts, md ham peviwrly rsported results IW 1998 
md 2000, due to c h q c s  m rplrpb w a i d h g  paedum ha qpsndu A for mors dslob. 
SOUFiCt: U.S. Deportment of Educntim, lmtituts 01 Educntion Sdsrwar, Nolion01 Center lor Education Stdish, N W  Asvrsrnnt 01 Edutnt id  RO~IGSS (NUPI, 1992, 1994, 1998,20W, and 2002 
Re&p k w m k .  

each rcodnp Khrnment led rongc my not odd to 1 W, or to he exod penontaps d M L n  othiavsment kvek, due to roundmg. 
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In rccent years, much has been written 
about differences in academic achievement 
betwcen students with varying raciallcthnic 
backgrounds. Dcspitc cfforts to narrow thc 
long-standing gap bctwcen thc pcrfor- 
mances of thesc subgroups, significant 
differences persist at all performance  level^.^ 

Based on information obtained from 
school rccords, students who participatcd in 
the NiiEP reading assessment were identi- 
fied as bclonging to onc of the following 
racial/ethnic subgroups: White, Black, 
Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, American 
Indian (including Alaska Native), and Other 
(i.e., students who identified with more than 
one of thc othcr fivc categories or had a 
background other than the ones listed). The 
rcsults prcscnted herc for 1992 through 
2000 diffcr from thosc prescntcd in carlicr 
reading rcports in which rcsults werc rc- 
portcd for thc same five racial/ethnic 
subgroups based on student self-identifica- 
tion. 

Over thc 10 year pcriod between 1992 
and 2002, thc pcrccntagc of Hispanic 
studcnts incrcased from 7 percent to 16 
percent at grade 4, from 8 percent to 14 

percent at grade 8, and from 7 percent to 10 
perccnt at gradc 12. During the same 
period, the percentage of White students 
dccreascd from 73 percent to 61 perccnt at 
gradc 4, from 72 pcrcent to 65 pcrcent at 
gradc 8, and from 74 percent to 71 perccnt 
at gradc 12. Students catcgorizcd as Other 
made up approximately 1 percent of the 
studcnts at each grade. (See table B.2 in 
appendix B.) 

Figure 3.3 shows the average reading 
scalc scorcs of students in cach of thc six 
categories at grades 4, 8, and 12. Results 
were not reported in 1992 and 1998 for 
American Indian/Alaska Native students at 
all three grades because the sample sizes 
wcrc insufficient to permit rcliablc csti- 
mates. Results for twelfth-grade American 
Indian/Alaska Native studcnts in 2002 arc 
omitted from this report becausc spccial 
analyses raised concerns about thc accuracy 
of the data. Samplc sizcs werc also insuffi- 
cient to report results for students whose 
race/cthnicity was catcgorizcd as Other in 
all assessment years prior to 2002 at grades 
4 and 12, and in 1994 and 1998 (when 
accommodations were permitted) at 
grade 8. 

Bankston, C. L., aud Caldas, S. J. (1997). The American School Dilemma: Race aid Scholastic Performaice. 
The Sociologicaf Quarterb, 38, 423-429. 
Jencks, C., aud Phillips, M. (Fids.). (1998). TheBlack-White TeJtSrore Gap. Washington, DC Brookings Institution 
Press. 
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At grade 4, both White students and 
Black students had highcr average reading 
scores in 2002 than in any  of the previous 
asscssment years. The average score for 
Hispanic students in 2002 was highcr than 
in 1994,1998, and 2000, but was not found 
to be significantly different from that in 
1992. The average score of Asian/Pacific 
Islandcr studcnts in 2002 was higher than 
that in 1992. 

At grade 8, average reading scores in 
2002 wcrc higher than those in 1992 and 
1994 for White, Black, and Hispanic stu- 
dents. 

At grade 12, there was a decline in the 
average reading score of White students 
bctwccn 1998 and 2002, and bctwccn 1992 
and 2002. The average score of Black 
students was lower in 2002 than in 1992. 

Apparent differences between the average 
scores in 2002 and previous assessment 
years were not found to be statistically 
significant for Hispanic and Asian/Pacific 
Islander students, likely due to small sample 
sizes or large standard errors. 

In 2002, White students and Asian/ 
Pacific Islander students had highcr avcrage 
scores than Black and Hispanic studcnts, 
and White students outpcrformcd tlicir 
Asian/Pacific Islander peers at all three 
gradcs. In addition, White and Asian/Pacific 
Islander students scored higher on average 
than American Indian/Alaska Native 
students at grades 4 and 8. At grade 4, 
American Indian/Alaska Native students 
had highcr avcragc scorcs than Black and 
Hispanic students. At the twelfth grade, 
Hispanic studcnts scorcd higher on avcragc 
than Black studcnts. 
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Figure 3.3 Average reading scale stores, by race/ethnitity, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 
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* Signikondy diflerent from 2002. 
thmple sizes were mwfficicnl lo permit relic& estimotes IM American Indion/Almko Nolive b 1992 ond 1998 d oll thrw pmdes. Ouolily tonld o c t i i  d rpedol on& rDbd tontarns about 
the accvmtyond Ire& of go& I2  Americon I nban /kka  Native data in 2002. Ar a wlt, they m mined from thb re@. * Sompb rhes were imuffiient to permit o relioble estimde IW students dmsilied m 0 t h  roces in OU mrervnent y a m  prior to 2002 01 grodcr 4 d 12, d i n  1994 and 1998 (where 
otrommcdotionr ycre permitted) at grode 8. 
NO& Stole m e  results when lesting octonvndotiom were not penitted ore 4avn m dorker pcint; results whm octmodat iom were pwmined are h in lighter pint. 
In odd~tim to dlowing IW otrommcdntiom, the otctmrmdotionrpermitted results at grode 4 11998-2002) differ s!&dy from peviovr y e ~ ' m ~ l t s ,  end from peviwrly reported reruhs for 1998 
and 2000. due to rhonpes in sample weighting procedures. lee lppendix A for more detoilr. 
SOURCE: U.5. Department of Edutatim, l n r l i l e  of Ehdh sdences, Naliond Center for Educath Sblilia, Woliond bamnl of Eduraliimal PrDprsrr IMP), 1992, 1994, 1998,2000, ond 2002 
Redmg Assessments. 
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Achievement level results across assess- 
mcnt ycars for racial/cthnic subgroups are 
shown in table 3.2. At grade 4, the percent- 
ages of White and Black students at or 
abovc Basic werc higher in 2002 than in any 
of the prcvious asscssment years, and the 
perccntagcs at or above Ptykientwerc 
higher in 2002 than in 1992 and 1994 for 
both groups. The pcrcentage of Hispanic 
students at or above Basic in 2002 was 
higher than in 1994 but was not found to 
differ significantly from that in 1992. The 
percentage of Asian/Pacific Islander 
studcnts at or above PrGn'ent was highcr in 
2002 comparcd to 1992. 

At grade 8, the percentages of White 
studcnts and Black studcnts at or abovc thc 
Basic and Ptt$bent levels were higher in 2002 
than in 1992 and 1994. The pcrcentagc of 
White students at or above Basicwas also 
higher in 2002 than in 1998. A highcr 
pcrccntagc of Hispanic studcnts was at or 
above Basic in 2002 than in 1992 and 1994. 

At grade 12, the percentages of White 
students at or above the Basic and Proficient 
levels were lower in 2002 than in 1992 and 
1998. Other apparent diffcrcnccs bctwccn 
2002 and previous asscssment years in thc 
percentagcs of students in the othcr racial/ 
cthnic subgroups attaining any of the 
achievement levels were not found to be 
statistically significant, likcly duc to small 
sample sizes and large standard errors. 

As with the scale score results, compari- 
son of thc pcrformance of racial/cthnic 
subgroups in 2002 reveals higher percent- 
ages of White and Asian/Pacific Islander 
students performing at or above the Basic 
and PrGbent levels than of Black and 
Hispanic students in all three gradcs. Higher 
percentages of White students than Asian/ 
Pacific Islander studcnts pcrformcd at or 
abovc Basic and Pr$bent at gradcs 4 and 8. 
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Table 3.2 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and roce/ethnicity, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 

Whi te  
Accommodotions not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Black 
Accommodotions not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Hispanic 
Accommodotions not permitted 

Atcommodotions permitted 

Asion/Pat i f i r  Islander 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodotions permitted 

1992 
1994 
1998 
2000 

1998 
2000 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 
2000 

1998 
2000 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 
2000 

1998 
2000 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 
2000 

1998 
2000 
2002 

American Indian/Alaska Nat ive 
Accommodations not permitted 1992 

1994 
1998 
2000 

Accommodotions permitted 1998 
2000 
2002 

Accommodotions not permitted 1992 
1994 
1998 
2000 

Accommodations permitted 1998 
2000 

Other 

Below Basic 

29 * 
30 * 
28 * 
28 * 

30 * 
30 * 
25 

68 * 
70 * 
65 * 
65 * 

64 * 
65 * 
60 

61 
66 * 
62 
59 

63 
63 
56 

40 
34 
37 
25 

42 
30 
30 

*** 
41 

40 

37 
49 

*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 
**I 

**I 

*** 
*** 

At Basic 

36 
34 
34 
33 

33 
32 
35 

24 
21 
25 
24 * 

25 
25 
28 

28 
22 
26 
26 

24 
25 
29 

35 
30 
29 
31 

28 
30 
33 

I** 

28 

38 

35 
29 

*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 

At Proficient 

27 * 
27 * 
29 
29 

28 * 
28 
31 

8 '  
7 *  
9 

10 

9 
9 

11 

10 
9 

10 
12 

11 
11 
13 

20 
27 
23 
28 

20 
27 
27 

*** 
24 

21 

26 
17 

*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
t** 

*** 
*** 

At Advanced 

8 
9 
9 

10 

9 
9 

10 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
2 

2 
3 
2 
2 

2 
1 
2 

5 
9 

11 
16 

10 
14 
10 

*** 
6 

1 

2 
5 

*** 

*** 

*** 
**I 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

7 

At or obove 
Basic 

71 * 
70 * 
12  * 
72 * 

70 * 
70 * 
75 

32 
30 * 
35 * 
35 * 

36 * 
35 * 
40 

39 
34 * 
38 
41 

37 
37 
44 

60 
66 
63 
75 

58 
70 
70 

*** 
59 

60 

63 
51 

*** 

*** 

*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

At or obove I 
Proficient 

35 * 
36 * 
38 
39 

37 * 
38 
41 

8 '  
8 '  

10 
1 1  

10 
10 
12 

12 
12 
13 
15 

13 
13 
15 

25 * 
36 
34 
44 

30 
41 
37 

*** 
30 

22 

28 
22 

* t i  

*** 

*I* 

I** 

*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 

97 99 2002 J I  JJ 23 see 63 footnotes ot end 30 of table. 
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Table 3.2 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and race/ethnicity, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 
-Continued 

I At or above At or above 
Below Basic At Basic At Proficienf At Advanced Basic Proficient 

White 
Accommodations not permitted 1992 23 * 

1994 23 * 
1998 18 

Accommodotions permitted 1998 19 * 
2002 16 

Blatk 
Accommodotions not permitted 1992 55 * 

1994 57 * 
1998 48 

Accommodotions permitted 1998 47 
2002 45 

Hispanic 
Accommodotions not permitted 1992 51 * 

1994 49 ' 
1998 46 

Accommodations permitted 1998 47 
2002 43 

Accommodotions not permitted 1992 24 
1994 28 
1998 23 

Accommodations permitted 1998 25 
2002 24 

Accommodations not permitted 1992 *** 
1994 42 
1998 *** 

Accommodations permitted 1998 *** 
2002 39 

Asian/Patific Is lander 

American Indian/Alasko Native 

Other 
Accommodations not permitted 1992 33 

1994 '** 
1998 1 5  

Accommodotions permitted 1998 *** 
2002 23 

42 
42 
41 

42 
43 

32 * 
32 * 
37 

36 
37 

77 * 
77 * 
82 

81 * 
84 

35 * 
35 * 
40 

39 
41 

36 * 
34 * 
39 

40 
42 

9 *  
9 '  

12 

12 13 

45 * 
43 * 
52 

53 
55 

9 '  
10 * 
13 
13 
13 

36 
36 * 
39 

39 
42 

12 
14 
15 

14 
15 

49 * 
51 * 
54 

53 
57 

13 
15 
15 

14 
15 

39 
38 
42 

42 
41 

30 
29 
31 

30 
32 

76 
72 
77 

75 
76 

37 
34 
35 

33 
36 

*** *** *** *** 
58 

*** 

*** 
19 

*** 
39 

*** 
17 

*** 
2 

*** 

*** *** *** *** *** 
44 17 1 61 17 

25 3 42 

50 33 2 85 36 

46 28 3 77 31 

*** 
67 
*** *it 

22 
I** *** 

*** **I *** *** *** 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 3.2 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and race/ethnkity, grader 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 
-Continued 

W h i t e  
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Black 
Accommodations not permitted 

Actommodations permitted 

Hispanic 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Asian/Pai i f ic  Is lander 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

American Indian/AIuska N a t i v e  
Accommodations not permitted 1992 

1994 
1998 

Accommodations permitted 1998 
2002 

Accommodations not permitted 1992 
1994 
1998 

Accommodations permitted 1998 
2002 

Other  

Below Basic 

15 * 
20 
1 1  * 

18 * 
21 

39 
48 
42 

43 
46 

33 
42 
36 

38 
39 

23 
33 
25 

26 
2 1  

It. 

39 
*** 

*** 
*I* 

*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
25 

At Basic 

38 
38 
36 

35 
37 

43 
38 
40 

40 
38 

44 
38 
39 

38 
39 

3 1  
38 
3 1  

36 
38 

I** 

41 
*** 

*** 
*** 

**I 

*** 
*** 

*** 
39 

At Proficient 

42 * 
31 
40 

40 * 
36 

1 1  
13 
1 1  

16 
15 

22 
19 
23 

22 
20 

35 
26 
31 

33 
30 

*I* 

18 
*** 

*** 
*I* 

11. 

I** 

*** 

*** 
33 

At Advanced 

5 
5 
1 

1 
6 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
2 

2 
1 

5 
3 
6 

5 
4 

**. 
2 

*** 

*** 
*I* 

*** 
*** 
*** 

111.1 

3 

At M above 
Bask 

85 * 
80 
83 

82 * 
79 

61 
52 
58 

5 1  
54 

6 1  
58 
64 

62 
61 

11 
6 1  
15 

14 
13 

*** 

61 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
I** 

*** 

*** 
15 

Atorabove ' 
PrafMeni 

46 * 
42 
41  * 

41  
42 

18 
13 
18 

17 
16 

23 
20 
25 

24 
22 

40 
29 
31 

38 
34 

*** 
20 

*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
***  
*** 

*** 
36 

# Perrentoge rounds to zero. 
* Egnificotly different from 2002. 
**I Sample size K i t~~uff~ient to permii n r&k ~ t i ~ ~ t e .  Pudity cmtrd octidies o d d  
doto in 2002. As a result, Ley we omin$ hom hi report. 
NOTf: Perrentopes within ewh reodtng nchiivement level rnnge moy not odd to 100, M to the exmi prrentqer nt M Dbove Pchievement levek, due lo rwnding. 
In oddifion to dlovinp lor nrtommcdntions, the Pcrommodalianspermitted results at grade 4 (I998-2W21 differ slightly fmm pwiour ~ H S '  resuhr, md from pcviwdy reported rewhr for I998 
od 2000, due lo  thongs in m p l e  weighting protedunr. See lppendix A for more detoh. 
SOURCE: US. Dsparfment of Edutdi i ,  Institute 01 Educntim Sciences, Notiml Cenler for tdutmion Ilotislio, Nol i l  Aswrmmt of Edutntiord Prcqess I M P ) ,  1992,1994,1998,2wO, md 2002 
Rending Assessments. 
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Funded by the U.S. Department of Agricul- 
ture (USDA) as part of the National School 
Lunch Program, free/rcduced-price school 
lunches are provided to eligible children 
near or below the poverty line. Eligibility 
guidelines for the program are based on the 
federal income poverty guidelines and are 
stated by household size (http:// 
www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/IEGs&NAPs/ 
IEGs.htm).6 

on student eligibility for this program in 
1996; therefore, cross-year comparisons to 
1992 and 1994 cannot be made. The per- 
centage of eligible students mried by grade. 
In 2002,40 percent of fourth-graders, 31 
percent of eighth-graders, and 19 percent 
of twelfth-graders were eligible for free/ 
reduced-price lunches. Information regard- 
ing eligibility was not available for 13 to 17 
percent of the students. (See table B.3 in 
appendix B.) 

NAEP first began collecting information 

As shown in figure 3.5, average fourth- 
grade reading scores in 2002 were higher 
than in the 1998 and 2000 assessment years 
for students who were eligible for free/ 
reduced-price school lunch, as well as for 
those who were not eligible. At grade 8, the 
average scores increased since 1998 for 
students who were eligble and for students 
who were not eligible. At  grade 12, there 
was no statistically significant change 
detected between 1998 and 2002 for stu- 
dents who were eligible while the average 
score for students who were not eligible was 
lower in 2002 than in 1998. 

In 2002, the average reading score for 
students who were eligble for free/reduced- 
price lunch was lower than that 
of students who were not eligible at all 
three grades. 

US. General Services Admhiistration. (2001). Cutulog .f Fcderul Domestic Assirtanre. Wasllingtoii, DC Executive Office 
of the Presideut, Office of hlwagemeiit w d  Budget. 

C H A P T E R  3 N A E P  2 0 0 2  R E A O I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  57 



Figure 3.5 Average reading scale stores, by student eligibility for free/reduted-price school lunch, 
grades 4,8, and 1 2  1998-2002 

i 
Eligible Not eligible Information not available 
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280 270 e72 Grade8 270 
260 269' 
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240 2m Grade4 230 

227.226' 230 220 
210 
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190 
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'98 '00 '02 

296 

295 294 
Grade 12 

272 

272 271 
Grade 8 

Grade 4 
223 225 

'98 '00 '02 
0 

'98 '00 '02 

.I - - Accommodations not permitted 

D.IcI Accommodations permitted 

_ _ _ ~  
* Signihontly differen! from 2002 
NOTE Stole store results when testing octommdotwns were not permitted ore shown n dorker print, results when ottommodotions were permitted ore hown in lighter pint 
In oddition to ollomng for O ~ ~ O M ~ ~ ~ O ~ I O M ,  the occommodotwns permdted results ot grode 4 (1998-20021 bfler Jluhtly hom pevwr)y reporied results fw I998 ad 2o00, due to hm(K in romple 
weghting procedures See oppndix A lor more detolk 
SOURCE U S Oeparfmenl of Edurdm, Institute of Educotion Swnccr, Notionnl Csnler fw Edutotlon Stolatla, NolionoI hsessmenl of Edutotiond Progress ("PI, 1998, 2000. ond 2002 Reading 
Assessments. 

;lchicvcincnt lcvcl rcsults by studcnts' 
cligbility for frcc/rcduccd-pricc lunch arc 
prcscntcd in tablc 3.3. Thc pcrccntagcs of 
fourth-graders cligtblc for frcc/rcduccd- 
price school lunch who wcrc at o r  above 
basic :ind Pi;?jkient wcrc highcr in 2002 than 
in both previous asscssmcnt yexs. .4mong 
fourth-gradcrs who wcrc not cligblc, thc 
pcrccntigc at o r  abovc Bassicwas highcr in 
2002 than in carlicr ycars. Thc pcrccntagc 
of cighth-grddcrs at or  abovc Basic was 
highcr in 2002 than in 1998 both for stu- 
dents who wcrc cligiblc and thosc who wcrc 
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not  cliglilc. I\t gr,idc 12, no changc was 
dctcctcd in thc pcrccntagcs at o r  abovc 
B m c  and Profiaent among studcnts who 
wcrc cligblc, whilc thcrc wds a decrease in 
thc pcrccntagcs since 1998 among studcnts 
who wcrc not  cligblc. 

* i t  all thrcc grades, lowcr pcrccntagcs of 
students who werc eligblc for frcc/rc- 
duccd-pncc school lunch performed 'it or  
abovc the B ~ J L C  and Projczent lcvcls in 2002 
than of studcnts who wcrc not  cligblc. 
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Table 3.3 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, 
grades 4,8, and 12: 1998-2002 

Eligible 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Not eligible 
Actommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

In fo rmat ion  no t  avai lable 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Eligible 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Not eligible 
Actommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

In fo rmat ion  n o t  avai lable 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Eligible 
Actommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Not eligible 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

In fo rmat ion  no t  avai lable 
Actommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

1998 
2000 
1998 
2000 
2002 

1998 
2000 
1998 
2000 
2002 

1998 
2000 

1990 
2000 
2002 

1998 

1998 
2002 

1998 

1998 
2002 

1998 

1998 
2002 

1998 

1998 
2002 

1998 

1998 
2002 

1998 
1998 

Below Basic 

58 * 
60 * 
61 * 
62 * 
54 

27 
26 

27 * 
27 
23 

27 
26 

31 
29 
29 

44 
44 * 
40 

19 * 

20 * 
16 

18 

20 
19 

43 

44 
40 

20 * 
21 * 
24 

18 
19 
20 

At Basic 

29 
26 * 

26 
25 
30 

33 
34 

33 
33 
35 

33 
32 

33 
32 
32 

41 
42 
43 

42 

42 
44 

38 

38 
41 

38 

37 
38 

37 
36 
38 

36 

35 

At Proficient 

11 
12 
11 
11 
14 

30 
30 

30 
30 
32 

29 
30 

27 
29 
29 

14 

14 
16 

36 

35 
37 

39 

38 
36 

18 

18 
20 

37 

37 
34 

39 

39 

At Advanced 

2 
2 
2 '  
2 '  
3 

10 
11 

10 
10 
10 

1 1  
12 

10 
11 
10 

# 

# 
1 

3 

3 
3 

4 

4 
5 

1 

1 
2 

6 

6 
5 

7 

7 
6 

At or above 
Basic 

42 * 
40 * 

39 * 
38 * 
46 

73 * 
74 

73 
73 * 
77 

73 
74 

69 
71 
71 

56 
56 * 
60 

81 * 

80 * 
84 

82 

80 
81 

57 

56 
60 

80 * 

79 
76 

82 
81 
80 

I At or above 
Praficirnt 

13 * 
14 

13 * 
13 * 
16 

40 
41 

40 
39 
42 

40 
42 

37 
40 
39 

I5  
14 
17 

39 

38 
40 

44 

43 
41 

19 

19 
22 

43 * 

43 * 
38 

46 

45 
43 

.... 

2002 ~~ 38 36 .- 

X Pertenloge rounds to zero. * Signifirontly different from 2002. 
NOT[: Pcrrentoger within coch rcodmg othievcinrnt kwl rmge moy not odd to 1 W, or to the exod pcrtentoger 01 or dove othicveinrnt kveb, due to rwndii. 
In cddition 10 dowing IM octmdoliam, the ottonuncdotiompermifled results d gcode 4 (1998-2002) differ dightly from prnviwdy r w n d  r u s h  fa 1998 ond 2000, due to chmgn L, mpk 
weighting protcdua. See appndx  A I M  morn &toils. 
WURCL: US. Deprtmcntd Edutdim, lmtitule of fducotim Sdencn, Notiand Cater fM tducatian Stdbli, Notiand Awmal of E d u r h l  Progress INMI), 1998, ZWO, md 2002 Rwding 
As 5 e r sin rn ts . 
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The previous results presented for 
students within differcnt racial/ethnic 
subgroups and by eligbility for free/re- 
duccd-pricc lunch arc cxplorcd in morc 
detail in tablc 3.4. Average scores for stu- 
dents within thc six  diffcrcnt racial/ethnic 
categorics arc presented for studdnts who 
were either eligble or not eligble for free/ 
reduced-pricc lunch, as well as for studcnts 
for whom eligibility information was not 
available. By presenting the data in this 
manner, it is possible to cxarnine the pcrfor- 
mance of students in different racial/ethnic 
subgroups, whilc controlling for one indica- 
tor of socioeconomic status-cligbility for 
frcc/reduccd-pricc lunch. 

The pcrccntages of studcnts who wcrc 
eligble for free/reduced-price school lunch 
in 2002 werc highcr among Black and 
Hispanic studcnts than among White and 
Asian/Pacific Islander studcnts at all threc 
gradcs (scc edbk B.4 in appcndix B). With a 
few exceptions, comparisons between the 
pcrformance of differcnt racial/ethnic 
subgroups were similar among students who 
were eligible and those who were not 
eligble for free/reduced-price lunch. 

At all three grades, White students 
outperformed Black and Hispanic students 
regardless of whether or not the students 
werc cligble for frcc/rcduced-pricc lunch. 
Although White studcnts outperformed 
Asian studcnts ovcrall at all threc gradcs, thc 
apparcnt differcnccs in averagc scorcs werc 
not found to be significantly different when 
controlling for studcnts’ eligibility for free/ 
reduced-price lunch at grades 4 and 12. At 
grade 8, the difference in average scores 
bctwccn White and Asian studcnts was 
found to be statistically significant among 
studcnts who wcre eligible but not among 
students who wcrc not cligblc. 

While eighth- and twelfth-grade Asian 
studcnts had highcr average scores overall 
than Hispanic students, the difference was 
found to be statistically significant only for 
studcnts who wcrc not eligblc for free/ 
reduced -price lunch and not for students 
who wcre cligblc. A similar pattcrn was 
detected in relation to the overall higher 
average score for Hispanic twelfth-graders 
in comparison to Black twelfth-graders. The 
difference was observed for students who 
were not eligble, but was not detected for 
students who were eligible. 
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Table 3.4 Average reading scale scores, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch and race/ethnicity, 
grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 

White 
Black 

Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific Islander 

American Indian/Alaska Native 

White 
Black 

Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific Islander 

American Indian/Alaska Native 

White 
Black 

Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific Islander 

American Indian/Alaska Native 

Information 
Eligible Not eligible not available 

21 5 
193 
195 
212 
20 1 

160 
239 
244 
249 
240 

283 
260 
266 
214 
*** 

233 
21 2 
21 6 
234 
21 9 

215 
256 
256 
214 
265 

292 
112 
278 
288 
*** 

234 
206 
201 
222 
200 

219 
251 
249 
216 
255 

298 
213 
280 
296 
*** 

*** Qwl i  tontrd odivities ond spend onolyris roired tonterns obwt the orturoty and pretirion of grode 12 Ameriion lndim dolo. Ar a resub, they ae omitted horn this report. 
SOURW US. Depmtment of tducotii,  lmlitule of Edutotion Sciences, Nolianol Center foc h t o l i o n  Slot i i l i ,  Ndod Ass~sment of tdutotimd Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Asrersmenl. 

Title I is a feder;illy funded program that 
provides educational services to children 
who live in iirc;ts with high concentrations 
of low-income hmilies. -4lthough “3’ 
first began collecting data on schools 
receiving Title I funds in 1996, changes in 
the program make meaningful comparisons 
across years impossible. ’I’herefore, only the 
information collected as part of the 2002 
assessment is reported for each grade. 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

I n  2002, 33 percent of fourth-graders, 19 
percent of eightli-graders, and 10 percent 
of twelfth-graders mended schools thdt 
reportcd participating in l’itle I. The results 
presented in table 3.5 show th.it, :it all three 
grades, students who Attended schools that 
participated i n  Title I had lower average 
reading scores than students who attended 
schools that did not participate. 
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Table 3.5 Average reading scale scores, by school participation in Title I, grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 

participated 
Did not participate 

Participated 
Did not participate 

Participated 
Did not participate 

2002 

201 
221 

245 
269 

211 
289 

SOURCL U.S. Depotiment of Edurotion, Instilute of Educotim Sciences, Notiond (enter for Education Stdirtis, N o l i d  Assessmml of Educotimd Progress (NAEP], 2002 Reoding Arressment. 

;\chicvcmcnt lcvcl rcsults by school 
participation in Titlc I arc prcscntcd in tablc 
3.6. Thc pattern for achicvcmcnt lcvcl 
rcsults parallels that sccn in thc scdc scorcs. 
At all three grades, thcrc wcrc higher pcr- 

ccnvdgcs of studcnts pcrforrning at or  nbovc 
BUJZC, at or  abovc Projnent, and at A d t a n ~ z d  
in schools that did not par t icp tc  in Titlc 1 
them studcnts in schools that did pxtmp'ztc. 

Table 3.6 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and school participation in Title I, 
grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 

1 
- -  

Ator  above Ator above 
Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient 

Participated 56 29 13 2 44 15 

Did not participate 26 34 30 10 14 40 

Participated 45 41 14 1 55 14 

Did not participate 20 43 34 3 80 31 

Participated 42 31 19 2 58 21 

Did not partitipate 25 38 33 5 75 38 

NOTk Penentogsr within each rsoding odivement  level ronge m y  not odd to 100, or to the exod pcentoper ot M L v e  d ievement  Lvek,  due to rounding. 
SOUKL U.S. Deparhnmt of Edutptim, l ~ t i t ~ l i  of Edurolin Sciences, Nationd (enter fa Edurotion Sloliticr, Nolionol Assesmenl of Educol io l  Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reoding Assessment. 
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BaPenus‘ Wighest bevel 
of IEdwceoiow 
Eighth- and twelfth-grade students who 
participated in the NAEP 2002 reading 
assessment were asked to indicate the 
highest level of education they thought their 
parents had completed. Five response 
options-did not finish high school, gradu- 
ated from high school, some education after 
high school, graduated from college, or “I 
don’t know”-were offered. The highest 
level of education reported for either parent 
was used in the analysis of this question. 
The question was not posed to fourth- 
graders because their responses in previous 
NAEP assessments were highly variable, 
and a large percentage of them chose the “I 
don’t know’’ option. 

Almost half of the eighth- and twclfth- 
graders who participated in the 2002 read- 
ing assessment reported that at least one of 
their parents had graduated from college, 
and only 7 percent indicated neither parent 
had graduated from high school. Only 3 
percent of twelfth-graders indicated they 
did not know their parents’ level of educa- 
tion and 9 percent of eighth graders indi- 
cated they didn’t know. 

Average eighth- and twelfth-grade read- 
ing scores for student-reported parental 
education levels are shown in Figure 3.6. 
Avcragc scores were higher in 2002 than in 
previous assessmcnt years among eighth- 
graders who reported that their parents had 
not graduated from high school. Scores 
were also higher in 2002 than in 1992 and 
1994 among eighth-graders who reported 
high school graduation or college gradua- 
tion as their parents’ highest level of educa- 
tion. Avcragc twelfth-grade rcading scores 
in 2002 were lower than in 1992 regardless 
of the parents’ education level reported by 
students, and showed a recent decline since 
1998 among students whose parents gradu- 
ated from College. 

Overall, there is a positive relationship 
between student reported parental cduca- 
tion and student achievement: the higher 
the parental education level, the higher the 
average reading score. 
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Figure 3.6 Average reading scale scorer, by student-reported parents' highest level of education, grades 8 and 12: 
1992-2002 

Less than high school Graduated high school Some education after high school 
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0 --I, Accommodations not permitted 
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' 5gnifitontly differen! from 2002. 
NOlL Stok uore reak when l&g lltrommcdotionr were not permined ore horn h &er print; rnuhr when occommodotiom were permined M show in lighter pint. 
ltolidred wok SCMC voluer indicate thot two or more groups hod the some rounded ovaoge XOO. he ovcroge YMCS, when rounded, WMG the y ~ n e  h 2002 IW eighth- ond twelfthqrodertudenh 
who repwied they did no1 bmr their porenlr' level of educotion. 
SOURCE: U.S. Deportment 01 Edutaliin, Institute of Education kienrer, Noliinol (enler for Edutolii S t o l i i t i ~ ,  N o t i o l  Arwment of Edutotional Progterr [NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, nnd 2002 
Reodng Arrerwnenh. 
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Achievement level results by level of 
parcntal education are presentcd in table 
3.7. The percentage of eighth-graders at or 
above Basic in 2002 was highcr than in 1992 
and 1994 regardlcss of the level of parcntal 
cducation students reportcd. Among eighth- 
graders who rcported that at  least one 
parent had graduated from college, the 
percentage at or above Profibent was higher 
in 2002 than in 1994 but was not found to 
be significantly different from 1992, likely 
duc to a somewhat smallcr sample sizc and 
large standard error. 

With the exception of those students 
who reported they didn’t know their par- 
ents’ level of education, the percentage of 
twelfth-graders at or above Basic was lowcr 
in 2002 than in 1992, regardlcss of the lcvcl 
of parental education. The pcrcentagc of 
twelfth-gradcrs at or above Ptvjcient in 2002 
was lower than 1992 for students who 
reportcd that thcir parents’ highest level of 
education was either some education after 
high school or college graduation. 

twelfth-graders also showed a positive 
relationship to parental education: higher 
percentages of students at or above the 
Basic and Profin‘ent levels were associated 
with higher levcls of parental education. 

Achicvcmcnt lcvcl results for eighth- and 
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Table 3.7 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and student-reported parents’ highest level 
of education, grades 8 and 12: 1992-2002 

Less than high school 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Graduated high school 
Accommodations not permitted 

Actommodations permitted 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

Some education a i te r  high school 
Accommodations not permitted 1992 

1994 
1998 

Accommodations permitted 1998 
2002 

Accommodations not permitted 1992 
1994 
1998 

Accommodations permitted 1998 
2002 

Accommodations not permitted 1992 
1994 
1998 

Accommodations permitted 1998 
2002 

Graduated (allege 

Unknown 

Below Basic 

49 * 
54 * 
48 

48 
42 

39 * 
38 * 
34 

34 
31 

24 * 
23 * 
19 

20 
19 

20 * 
21 * 
16 

17 
16 

55 * 
52 * 
50 

48 
43 

At Basic 

38 * 
36 * 
41 

41 
44 

42 * 
42 * 
43 

45 
48 

44 * 
44 * 
44 

44 
48 

40 
39 
39 

39 
40 

33 * 
36 * 
38 

39 
43 

I At or above At or above 
At Proficient At Advanced Basic Prandent 

12 1 51 * 13 
10 # 46 * 10 
11 # 52 11 

11 # 52 11 
13 # 58 14 

18 1 61 * 19 
19 1 62 20 
21 1 66 22 

20 1 66 21 
21 1 69 21 

30 
30 
34 

33 
32 

3s * 
35 * 
41 

40 
39 

3 
3 
2 

2 
2 

5 
5 
5 

4 
5 

76 
17 * 
81 

80 
81 

80 * 
79 * 
84 

83 
84 

32 
33 
36 

36 
34 

40 
40 * 
45 

44 
44 

12 # 45 * 12 
1 1  # 48 * 12 
12 # 50 12 

12 # 52 12 
14 # 57 14 
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Table 3.7 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and student-reported parents’ highest level 
of education, grades 8 and 12: 1992-2002-Continued 

Less t h a n  high school 
Accommodations not permitted 1992 

1994 
1998 

Accommodations permitted 1998 
2002 

Accommodations not permitted 1992 
1994 
1998 

Accommodations permitted 1998 
2002 

Groduoted  high school 

Some education a f te r  high school 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Groduoted tollege 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

U n k n o w n  
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

1992 
1994 
1998 
1998 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

Below Basic 

37 * 
47 
43 

44 
44 

28 * 
34 
32 

33 
34 

I 7  * 
22 
20 
21 
23 

13 * 
16 
15 

16 
18 

56 
68 
61 

62 
65 

At Basic 

42 
37 
38 

38 
38 

44 
42 
40 

39 
41 

41 
42 
41 

40 
40 

36 
36 
33 

33 
36 

34 
25 
30 
29 
29 

At Proficient 

20 
15 
18 

18 
17 

26 
22 
25 

26 
23 

30 * 
32 
35 
35 
33 

45 * 
41 
43 

42 
39 

9 
6 
8 
9 
6 

At Advanced 

# 
1 
1 

1 
1 

2 
2 
2 

2 
2 

3 
3 
4 

4 
4 

6 
7 
9 ’  

9 
7 

# 
# 
# 

# 
# 

At or above 
Bosic 

63 * 
53 
57 
56 
56 

72 * 
66 
68 

67 
66 

83 * 
78 
80 
19 
17 

87 * 
04 
85 

84 
82 

44 
32 
39 

38 
35 

I At or above 
ProWenf 

21 
15 
19 

19 
17 . 

28 
24 
28 

28 
25 

41 * 
36 
39 

39 
36 

52 * 
48 
52 * 

51 ’ 
46 

10 
6 
9 

10 
6 

# Perrentoge rounds to zero. . Egnificonly different horn 2002. 
NOT€ Pertentoges wilhin eoch rending ochevement level ronge moy not odd 10 100, or to the exod pertenloges d o( obove ochievement levek, due to rounding. 
SOURtE: US. Deportment of Educntion, Institute of fducotion Sciences, Notionol tenter for Educolion Stolilio, National Assessment of Educolionol Progress INAEPI, 1992, 1994, 1998, ond 2002 
Reodmg Aswssmenh. 
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Of ~ C h O d  

The schools that participate in the NAEP 
assessment are classified as either public or 
nonpublic. A further distinction is then 
made between nonpublic schools that are 
Catholic schools and those that are some 
other type of nonpublic school. Results for 
additional categories of nonpublic schools 
are available on the NAEP web site (http:/l 
nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata) . 
In 2002, the vast majority of students 
attended public schools (90 percent of 
fourth-graders, and 91 percent of eighth- 
and twelfth-graders). The remaining one- 
tenth of students were split fairly evenly 
between Catholic schools and other 
nonpublic schools (see table B.7 in 
appendix B). 

The average reading scores of fourth-, 
eighth-, and twelfth-grade students by the 
type of school they attend are presented in 
figure 3.7. Results for twelfth-graders 
attending Catholic schools or other 
nonpublic schools in 2002 are omitted 
because participation rates did not meet the 
minimum criterion for reporting. 

The average reading score for fourth- 
grade public-school students was higher in 
2002 than. in 1994,1998, and 2000 but was 
not found to differ significantly from 1992. 
The average reading scores for eighth-grade 
students attending public schools and those 
attending Catholic schools were higher in 
2002 than in 1992. The average reading 
scores among twelfth-grade public-school 
students decreased since 1998 and was 
lower in 2002 than in 1992. 

Performance results in 2002 show that, at 
all three grades, students who attended 
nonpublic schools had higher average 
reading scores than students who attended 
public schools. 
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Figure 3.7 Average reading scale scores, by type of school, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 
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* Signifitonly different hom 2002. 
1 Porlidpotion roles for (otholit ond Other ncmpublir school students ot grode I2 did not meet the minimum criterion for reporting in 2002. 
NOTE: Stole score results when testing ottommodotim were no1 permitted ore shown in dorker pint; results when ortmmodolmm were pamalsd ore sham in lighter print. 
In oddition to dlowing for otrommodotions, the ottommodotions-permitted results ot grode 4 (199&2002) differ slightly from previous yem’ results, ond from peviwsly reported results for 1991 
ond 2000, due to rhonges in mmple weighting procedures. See oppendix A for more detoils. 
SOURCE: US.  Deportment of Edutotion, institute of fdutolion Sciences, Nolionol (enter for Edutolion Stotistirs, Notiond Assssmenl of Edurotionol Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994. 1998,2000, ond 2002 
Rending Assessments. 
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Achievement level results by type of 
school arc prcsentcd for cach of the three 
grades in table 3.8. The percentage of 
fourth-gradc public-school studcnts at or 
abovc Basicwas higher in 2002 than in 1994, 
1998, and 2000 but was not found to differ 
significantly from that in 1992. For eighth- 
graders attending public schools, the per- 
ccntagcs at or abovc Basic and Prykient in 
2002 were higher than 1992 and 1994. 
Eighth-graders in Catholic schools also had 
a highcr pcrccntagc at or abovc Basic in 2002 
in comparison to 1992. At grade 12, the 
pcrcentagcs of public-school studcnts at or 

above Basic and ProJicient decreased since 
1998 and thc pcrcentagc of students in 
nonpublic schools at or  above Basic was 
lower in 2002 than in 1992. 

In 2002, thc pcrcentagcs of students at or 
above Basic, and at or above Pr@cient, were 
higher at all three grades for students 
attending nonpublic schools than those in 
public schools. There wcre no significant 
diffcrenccs in the percentages of students at 
or above the achievement levels among 
fourth- and eighth-grade students attending 
Catholic schools and those in other private 
schools. 
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l o b l e  3.8 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and type of school, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 

Public 
Actommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Nonpublic 
Actommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Nonpublic: Catholic 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Nonpubl ic  Other 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

1992 
1994 
1998 
2000 
1998 
2000 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 
2000 
1998 
2000 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 
2000 
1998 
2000 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 
2000 
1998 
2000 
2002 

Below Basic 

40 
41 * 
39 
40 
42 * 
43 * 
38 

21 
23 
22 
20 
22 
22 
20 

24 
24 
21 
22 
22 
25 
20 

16 
20 
24 
18 
23 
20 
20 

At Basic 

33 
30 
31 
31 
30 * 
30 
32 

34 
34 
32 
32 
32 
33 
32 

35 
34 
33 
33 
34 
34 
33 

31 
34 
30 
31 
30 
32 
32 

At Proficient At Advanced 

21 6 
21 7 
23 6 
22 7 
21 6 
21 6 
23 6 

33 12 
31 13 
32 14 
34 14 
32 14 
33 12 
34 13 

30 10 
30 12 
32 13 
33 1 1  

32 13 
31 10 
34 13 

38 15 
32 14 
31 16 
35 16 
32 I5 
34 IS 
35 14 

At or above 
Basic 

60 
59 * 
61 
60 
58 * 
51 * 
62 

19 
77 
78 
80 
78 
78 
80 

16 
16 
19 
78 
78 
75 
80 

84 
80 
16 
82 
77 
80 
80 

1 At or above 
Profdnt  

27 
28 
29 
30 
28 
28 
30 

45 
43 
46 
41 
46 
45 
48 

41 
42 
46 
44 
45 
41 
41 

53 
46 
46 
51 
47 
49 
49 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 3.8 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and type of school, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 
-Continued 

Public 
Aaommodotions not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Nonpublic 
Actommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Nonpublic: Catholic 
Actommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Nonpublic: Other 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1990 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

Below Basic 

33 * 
33 * 
2 8  

29 * 
26 

13 
11 
9 

9 
10 

16 * 
12 
9 

8 
10 

10 
11 
9 

10 
1 1  

At Bask 

41 
40 * 
41 

42 
43 

38 
39 
37 
38 
39 

40 
39 
38 

38 
40 

36 
39 
36 

37 
37 

At Proficient At Advanced 

2 5  * 2 
25 * 2 
28 2 

27 2 
28 2 

41 7 
43 6 
49 5 

47 6 
45 7 

39 6 
43 6 
48 5 

48 5 
44 6 

45 10 
43 7 
49 5 

47 6 
45 7 

At or above 

Basic 

67 * 
67 * 
72 

71 * 
74 

87 
89 
91 

91 
90 

84 * 
88 
91 

9 2  
90 

90 
89 
91 

90 
89 

I At or obove 
PIofKint 

27 * 
27 * 
31 

30 
31 

48 
49 
54 

53 
51 

45 
49 
53 

53 
51 

54 
50 
54 

53 
52 
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Table 3.8 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and type of school, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 
-Continued 

Public 
Accommodotionr not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Nonpublic 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Nonpublic: Catholic 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Nonpublic: Other 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

Below Basic 

22 * 
27 
24 * 

25 * 
28 

0 '  
13 
13 

13 
11 

7 '  
15 
13 

12 
*** 

11 
1 1  
13 

15 
*** 

At Basic 

41 * 
39 
37 
37 
38 

32 
35 
33 

33 
34 

35 
38 
33 

34 
t i*  

28 
30 
33 

31 
**I 

At or above 
At Proficient At Advanted Basic 

34 * 3 78 * 
31 4 73 
33 5 '  76 * 

33 5 '  75 
30 4 72 

51 * 9 92 * 
44 8 07 
45 9 87 

44 9 87 
45 10 09 

51 8 93 * 
41 6 85 
46 8 87 

88 9 44 
**I I** *** 

49 12 89 
40 1 1  09 
44 9 87 

85 9 45 
*** **. *** 

1 At or above 
Proficieat 

37 * 
35 
39 * 

38 
34 

60 
52 
54 

54 
55 

59 
47 
54 

54 
*** 

61 
59 
53 

54 
*.* 

' Lgnifirontly different from 2002. 
"*  Porticipotion roles la (otholic nnd Other nonpublir school students ot groh I ?  did no1 meet the m i n i m  oi~crion IM reporfing. 
NOTE: Percentoges within eoch rending othievement kvel ronge moy not odd 10 1 W, or to the cxod perrentoger 01 or obove orhievement levek, due to rwndinp. 
In oddition to dlowing lor ocrommodatmns, the orcrmmodotionr-permitied results ot grade 4 (199CZW2) differ s@tly from previous years' results, ond from previwsiy reported results lor I998 
ond 2000, due lo  chonges in sample weighting protedures. kc oppendix A lor more dotoils. 
SOUR(t: US. Deportment of tdurotion, Institute of t ho t i on  Sdenres, Notiond (mler lor tdurdion Statistics, Notiond bsmsment 01 tducotionol Progrms (NUP), 1992, 1994, 1998, ZOW, mnd 2002 
Reodmg Asxssmmts. 
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, *  Ihe  previous results presented for 
students in public and nonpublic schools 
and by highest level of parents’ education 
arc explored in more detail in table 3.9. 
;Iver;igc scores of students in public and 
nonpublic schools arc presented for each 
lcvcl of p;irent;il education. By presenting 
the data in this manner, it is possible to 
examine the performance of students in the 
two types of schools, while controlling for 
p x e n t d  education. 

;It both grades 8 and 12, approximately 
two-thirds of the students attending 
nonpublic schools reported that at least onc 

parent had graduated from college, whllc 
close to one-h,ilf of the students ,ittending 
public schools reported at least one parent 
gr‘iduatcd from college. In contrast, students 
reporting each other level of  parental cduc,i- 
tioii wcrc morc likely to (ittend public than 
nonpublic schools. (see table B.8 in ,ippcndix 
B). The average reading score 
for both eighth- and twelfth-grade public- 
school students was lower than thc 
average score for nonpublic-school 
students, regardless of the reported level 
of parents’ education. 

Table 3.9 Average reading scale scores, by parents’ highest level of education and type of school, grades 8 and 12: 
2002 

Less than Graduated Some education Graduated 
high sthod high school after high school college Unknown 

Public 247 256 267 273 246 

Nonpublic 264 270 279 285 265 

Public 268 277 288 294 247 

Nonpublic 285 294 302 309 262 

SOUKf: US. Deportment 01 Edutotion, lnslilule of Education Sciences, Noticmd (enter for Education Slotistin, Nationol Assessment of tdutotiond Progress INAEP), 2002 Reoding Assessmenl. 
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Typs of hcanPion0 
The schools from which NAET draws its 
samples of students are classified according 
to their type of location. Based on U.S. 
Census Bureau definitions of metropolitan 
statistical areas, including population size 
and density, the three mutually exclusive 
categories are central city, rural/small town, 
and urban fringc/large town. The methods 
used to identify the type of school location 
for the 2000 fourth-grade assessment and 
the 2002 assessment were different from 
those used for prior assessments; therefore, 
only the data from the 2000 and 2002 
assessments at grade 4, and the 2002 
assessment at grades 8 and 12 are reported. 
More information on the definitions of 
location type is given on page 183 in 
appcndrx A. 

The average reading scores for fourth-, 
eighth-, and twelfth-grade students, by type 
of location, are presented in table 3.10. 
Average reading scores for fourth-graders in 
central city and urban fringe locations were 
higher in 2002 than in 2000. 

At both grades 4 and 8, students in 
schools located in urban fringe and rural 
locations had higher average reading scores 
than those in central city locations, and 
students in urban fringe locations outper- 
formed their peers in rural areas. At grade 
12, students in urban fringe locations scored 
higher on average than students in central 
city and rural locations. 
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Table 3.1 0 Average reading scale scores, by type of location, grades 4,8, and 12: 2000 and 2002 

Accommodations Accommodations 
not permitted permitted 

2000 2000 2002 

Central c i t y  
Urban fringeharge town 

Rural/small town 

209 
222 
21 8 

206 * 
217 
21 8 

21 2 
223 
220 

Cenlral c i t y  
Urban fringe/large town 

Rural/srnall town 

258 
268 
266 

I 

Central c i t y  - 
Urban fringehorge town - 

Rural/smoll town - 

- 204 
- 290 
- 285 

- Doto were not collected 01 groder 8 and I2 in 2000. 
* Signifitanlly ditlerenl from 2002. 
N01E In addition lo ollawina for actornrnodatiom. the octommodaliom-permitled results 01 grode 4 (1998-2002) differ sbghlfv hom previody reported rlwltr for 2000, due lo rhmgcr in sample 
weighting protedwer. kc appendix A for more detoik. 
SOURCE: US. Deparlmenl of fducotion, Institute of tdutotiin kienter, Notional (enta fc i  EdutDtion Stolktitr, Wofionol ksessmsnt of Educatiiol Rogrerr (NAEP), 2000 md 2W2 Reoding 
Assessments. 

Achievement level results by type of 
school location are presented in table 3.1 1. 
A l t  gr;ide 4, the percentage of students at or 
above h s i ~  increascd in 2002 among stu- 
dcnts attcnding schools in urban fririgc 
locations. 

The percentages of fourth- and eighth- 
graders at or above the B m c  and P~v/i~iinen~ 
levels were higher 111 urban fringe and rural 
locations than in central city locations. T h e  
pcrccnt;igcs of twelfth-graders :it or  ;~bovc 
Ba~ic atid ProJiiienf were higher in urbm 
fringe locations than in centrd city locations. 
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Table 3.1 1 Percentage of students, by reading achievement leve l  and t y p e  of location, grades 4,8, and 12: 
2000 and 2002 

Central c i ty 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Urban fr inge/ large t o w n  
Accommodotions not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Rural/srnoll town 
Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permined 

Central city 
Accommodations permitted 

Urban fr inge/ large t o w n  
Accommodations permitted 

Rural/srnall t o w n  
Accommodations permitted 

Central city 
Accommodations permitted 

Urban fringe/lorge town 
Accommodations permitted 

Rural/srnoll town 
Accommodations permitted 

2000 

2000 
2002 

2000 

2000 
2002 

2000 

2000 
2002 

2002 

2002 

2002 

2002 

2002 

2002 

Below Basic 

47 

49 
45 

32 

37 * 
31 

35 

35 
34 

32 

21 

22 

30 

23 

27 

A1 Basic 

27 

27 
30 

32 

30 
33 

33 

33 
35 

41 

42 

45 

36 

38 

39 

1 At or above At or above 
At Proficient At Advonced Basic Prohdent 

20 

19 
20 

26 

24 
27 

25 

25 
25 

24 

33 

31 

6 
5 
6 

10 

8 
9 

8 
7 
6 

53 
51 
!is 

68 
63 * 
69 

65 
65 
66 

2 68 

3 79 

2 78 

26 

24 
25 

36 

33 
36 

32 

32 
32 

30 4 70 34 

34 5 77 39 

30 3 13 34 
* Significantly diflerent horn 2002. 
NOT€ Pertenloges within eoth reeding achievement kvel ronge moy not odd 10 100, or to the exod pertenloges ot or dove  ochievemenl kvek, due to rwndmg. 
In addition ID ollowing la octommadotims, the occommodotions-permined results ot grode 4 (1998-2002) difler slightly horn peviwr ly  reported resub for ZOW, due to rhonger in sanple weighting 
protdures. See oppendi A IM more detoils. 
SOURCE: U.S. Oepwimenl of tducotion, Institute of tdwolion kientes, NotionoI Cenler for tducotion Stotistirs, L t i i d  bwssmenl of Edurofiond Progress (NAEP), Moo md 2002 Reodmg 
Assesmnh. 
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Performance of Selected 
Subgroups by State 
Results for public-school students in partici- 
pating states and jurisdictions are presented 
in this section by gender, racelethnicity, and 
eligibility for freelreduced-price school 
lunch. Additional data for participating 
jurisdictions by subgroup (including per- 
ccntagcs at or above Basic and avcragc scale 
scorc gaps by gender and racelcthnicity) are 
available on thc NAEP web sitc (http:/l 
nces.cd.govlnationsrc portcard/rcading/ 
results2002/stateresults.asp) Since results 
for each jurisdiction arc based on the 
performance of public-school students only, 
the results for the nation that appear in the 
tables along with data for participating 
jurisdictions are based on public-school 
students only (unlike tlic national rcsults 
presented earlier in the chapter, which 
rcflect thc pcrformancc of both public- and 
nonpublic-school studcnts combined). 

In addition to results from the 2002 
assessment, results from earlier assessment 
ycars in which data are availablc are pre- 
sented by these subgroups for participating 
juridictions. 

Tablcs 3.12 and 3.13 prescnt thc averagc 
reading scores for male and female students 
in participating jurisdictions a t  gradcs 4 and 
8 rcspectivcly. For thosc jurisdictions that 
participated in both the 1992 and 2002 
fourth-grade reading asscssments, 9 showcd 
score increases for both male and female 
studcnts, 3 showcd incrcases for fcmalc 
students only, and 4 showed increases for 
male students only. Only one jurisdiction 
had lower avcragc scores for both malc and 
female students in 2002 compared to 1992. 
Among thc jurisdictions that participatcd in 
both 1998 and 2002,13 showcd score 
incrcascs for both male and femalc students, 
6 showcd incrcascs for malc studcnts only, 
and 3 showed increases for female students 
only. Only onc jurisdiction showcd a scorc 
decrease for male students since 1998. 

At grade 8, avcrage scores wcrc highcr in 
2002 than in 1998 for both male and fcmale 
students in 2 jurisdictions, for male students 
in 6 jurisdictions, and for femalc studcnts in 
1 jurisdiction. Decreases in average scores 
were detected for both male and female 
students in 1 jurisdiction and for female 
students in 2 jurisdictions. 

In 2002, fcmale studcnts had higlicr 
average scores than male students in all but 
4 of the jurisdictions that participated at 
grade 4, and in all of the jurisdictions that 
participated at grade 8. 
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Table 3.1 2 Average reading scale scores, by gender, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-2002 

Accommodations Accomnodations Accomnadationr Accomdotiams 
not permitted permitted not permitted witted 

1992 1 9 9 4  1 9 9 8  1 9 9 8  2002 1 9 9 2  1994 1 9 9 8  1 9 9 8  2002 
Notion(Pub1ic) I 211 207' 212 210' 214 219 218 218 215* 220 

Alabama 204 203 208 209 203 211 213 214 214 211 
Arizona ' 206 201 201 202 200 213 211 212 211 211 

Arkansas 208 204'*** 206 205 210 214 213 212 213 216 
California+ 198 194 *,** 198 198 204 207 ZOO* 206 206 208 
Colorado 214 209 218 217 - 219 218 225 224 - 

Connecticut 219 *,** 218 *,** 229 225 226 224 *,** 226 **** 234 235 233 
Delaware 209 *,** 200 **** 208 *a'* 204 *J# 222 217 I*** 212 *a** 216 *** 210 I,** 226 

florida 205' 199*** 203 *,** 201 *,** 210 211 *** 210*,** 212"' 210'~'' 218 
Georgia ' 210 201 *** 206 * 205 ',** 211 215 212"" 213 * 212 **** 219 
Hawoii 198 194 ***  194 **** 193 *,** 203 209 208 **** 205 I(** 206 *a*' 213 
Idaho 217 - - - 216 221 - - 

Iowa4 222 219 218 216 220 229 227 228 225 226 

Kentucky , 209 *a** 206 *,** 216 216 215 216 +** 217 *,** 220 219 *,** 224 
Louisiana 200 193 ',** 199 195 *$** 204 207 200 ***' 209 205 210 

Maine 225 225 222 222 222 229 231 229 228 228 
Maryland 207 *,** 205 **** 209 206 *F 214 215 * 214 5** 221 217 220 

Massachusetts 225 *F 221 *#** 221 +** 219 *#** 231 227 *#** 226 *a** 229'2" 226 *r** 237 
Michigan 214 - 212 211 216 218 - 221 221 222 

Minnesota 4 ~ 217 214 *(** 218 215 +** 221 225 *)** 223 *,** 226 223 *,'* 230 
Mississippi 196 196 201 199 200 202 207 208 207 206 

Missouri 217 213 211 210'4" 216 223 221 222 221 224 
Montana4 - 218 221 220 219 - 227 231 230 229 
Nebraska 218 216 - - 218 ~ 225 224 - - 225 

Nevada - - 204 203 206 - - 211 209 212 
NewHampshire 224 218 222 224 - 231 229 229 228 - 

Newlersey 220 216 - - - 226 222 - - -  
NewMexico 209 201 202 201 204 213 208 209 209 211 

NewYork4 212' 207'." 214 214 217 ' 218*(** 216*,** 218's" 217',** 227 
North Carolina 209 **** 209 **** 213 * 208 *-** 218 214 *J' 220 +** 220 218 '*** 225 

- 224 
Indiana 219 216 - - 220 224 223 - - 224 

Kansas# - - 219 218 210 - - 226 225 226 

NorthDakota4 224 221 - - 221 227 230 - - 227 
- 225 

Oklahoma 218 *!** - 219 *,** 218 *,** 210 223 *or* - 220 220 217 
Oregon - - 210 * 208**** 215 - - 218' 215*," 224 

Pennsylvania ~ 218 211 *,** - - 210 223 220 - - 223 

- Ohio 214' - - - 220 221 * - 

Rhodelsland 215 215 217 218 217 218 225 220 217 222 
South Carolina 206 199 *,** 207 206 209 213 208 I*** 214 212 *,** 218 

Tennessee+ 209 208 209 208 211 , 215 217 216 215 217 
Texas 209 * 210 213 208' 215 216 214 221 220 219 
Utah 217 213 *(** 212 **** 213 *,** 218 224 222 219 *,** 219 *,** 225 

Vermont - - - 
Virginia 217 *#** 208'," 214 *#'* 213 ',*' 223 225 219 *F* 223' 222 *or* 227 

Washington 4 ~ - 209 *(** 212 *(** 213 *a** 220 - 217 *a** 222 *,*I 223 * 227 
WestVirginia 211 *(** 208 *,** 213 212 217 220 218 219 219 221 

Wisconsin4 221 221 222 221 - 226 227 226 224 - 
Wyoming ~ 220 218 216 215 219 , 226 224 223 222 224 

Dirtridof Columbia 185 174 If** 177 *,** 175 **** 185 ' 191 +** 183 *,** 186 *,** 183 *,** 196 

- 231 - - 223 - - 

Other Jurisdictions 

DDESS? 1 - - 217 If** 214' 222 r - - 223 223 '<** 228 
DoDDS3 - 213"* 219 217*~" 222 - 223'" 228 226 227 
Guam 175 I72 *,** - - 180 190 190 - - 192 

Virginlslands l 6 4 * ~ * * -  169 166*,**175 179 - 186 182 184 
- lndirotn hat the pnsdldlon did not pomcpote M dd not meet nunmum por t iopa~m guuickr for rcpodng 

* Signifitontly different frm 2002 when only one lurnhrtion or the notion is being exomined * *  Sigruhtmtly diHcrent lrom 2002 when urng o multiple tomparaon procedure based on dl 
y d i d i a n r  that portiripded both yeon 

NOR Comparotrve pdrrmonrr rwltr may bc affected by rhmger n extluvm rotn for students wdh d&tms ad h s d  GyM profiornt rludmlr in he NAP rmpk 
In oddition to dlmg lor Ktrmmodalionr, he otrmrnodatwm permined rerulh IW noliond put411 whwk d grde  4 11998 md zM)21 d r f f ~ r  dighlly horn previous yew' r~wltr,  ond from 
prcvloudy repwted r d h  fw 1998, dw to thanger n m p k  waghtlng proredwe< See oppendu A frr marl detolk 
SOUR(E U 5 Depaimcnl of &rphon, lmhtulc of Educolion klencrs, Wobond (enter lor €&ma Slofrrlm, W o h d  Ansrwnent of thtolmnd hc#rnr IMP), 1992, 1994,1998, ond 2002 

Inhroter hot he ~wddion did not meet one or mae 01 L guidelnes lw  rthod por i i tpotm n '2002 

Hohonol rnulh tlmt ore ptnmted fa orwrrmenlr pnor to 2M2 ore bored on the notionol romplc. no1 on oggregoted stole osressrnml samples 
Dcparlmmt of D e f m  Doml~ Dependcnl Elementary ond Secondary Schwk Depolmcnl of Delenw Dependenh Sdw& ~Ovecwml 
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Table 3.1 3 Average reading stole scores, by gender, grode 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

Nation (Public)' 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California + 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Kansos + 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 4 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana + 
Nebraska 

Nevoda 
New Mexico 

New York 4 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 4 

Ohio 
Oklohoma 

Oregon 4 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 4 
West Virginia 

WiKomin 4 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Samoa 

District of Columbia 
ODESS 
DoOD5 ' 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Tennessee 4 

kcommodations 
not permitted 

1998 
255 * 
251 
256 
250 
249 
257 
265 
249 *,** 
247 *!'* 
252 
243 - 
- 

263 
255 * 
245 * 
265 
255 
263 

260 
245 * 

263 

- 

258 *a** 

- 
252 +** 
252 
263 
256 - 
- 

259 
259 

251 
250 
252 
257 
260 

262 
258 
254 
259 
255 * 

- 

- 

- 
230 
268 
265 * 

229 
- 

Male 
Accommodations 

permitted 
1998 
253 
250 
255 
251 
249 
258 
265 
248 *,'* 
248 lit** 

252 
242 - 
- 

262 
256 * 
245 ' 
264 
255 
264 

258 
247 

264 

- 

251 *+* 

- 
253 **** 
253 
261 
255 *,** - - 
259 
258 * 

259 
250 
250 
256 
259 

262 
256 
255 
258 
256 

- 

- 

- 
229 
266 
264 *F 

221 
- 

2002 
258 
247 
252 
255 
247 

261 
264 
255 
253 
243 
259 
260 
265 
261 
252 
265 
258 
266 
259 

251 
265 
267 
261 
246 
250 
261 
260 
263 
265 
251 
264 
263 
250 
253 
254 
257 
251 
267 
264 
261 
259 

260 

186 
235 
269 
269 
235 
234 

- 

- 

- 

Accommoda tionr 
not permitted 

1998 
268 
259 
266 
262 
251 
270 
278 *,** 
262 *a** 

260 * 
262 
256 
- 
- 

273 
269 
258 
280 **** 
269 
274 

275 
256 
269 
211 

262 *,** 

- 

- 

263 * 
270 
270 
- 
- 

271 * 
273 

268 
259 
265 
267 
269 

271 
272 
269 
273 
210 

- 

- 

- 
242 
270 
274 

236 * 
- 

Female 
Accommodations 

permitted 
1998 
268 
261 
265 
262 
255 
270 
277 

261 * 
262 
256 

260 *,** 

- 
- 

273 
269 
258 
279 * 
267 
214 

273 
256 
268 
211 

263 *,** 
263 *!** 
269 
269 

- 

- 

- 
- 

271 
215 

269 
259 
265 
266 
268 

271 
212 
268 
273 
271 

- 

- 

- 
24 1 
271 
274 

23s *fUI 

- 

2002 
267 
258 
262 
266 
255 

273 
27 1 
266 
263 
260 
273 
270 
274 
270 
260 
215 
269 
215 
210 

259 
211 
214 
214 
257 
258 
267 
270 
273 
212 
261 
273 
268 
266 
263 
266 
268 
210 
277 
275 
215 
268 

271 

208 
245 
275 
277 
246 
247 

- 

- 

- 

- lndirota thot the iw i sd ih  did mt pmticiiotn M did not meet minimum partidpotion pideliin fw npotlbg. 
4 Indicotn lhol the iuridiciion did not meet me or more of the guidclmn for whod paiici@tion in 2002. 
* Syn~l i c~ l ty  &Herent hm 2W2 *hen only one jrirbttion or rhr notion is bemg exwnined. 
'' Significonfly differat ham 2002 when using o mullie-tompotison procedure bmed m oll iurdidionr lhal pmliipded both yem. 
'Notiond results thot we prnmted IM mwrrmenh prior to 2002 ore bmd on the notiond ample, not m oggregoted stole orwrsmmt sompkr. 

NOTE: (ompornlive performonce results moy be oHected by rhmger in exclwion rote for rludenh wiL &abilities end l i l e d  E n d i  proficient studmh in the NAEP rmnpler. 
SDURtE: US. Rpurlment of Educotion, lnrlitule of Edurolin kienter, Nolimol (entsc for tdumtim S t ~ t i t i i ~ ,  Wotiond Assessment of fducatimol Progress INAEP), 1998 md 2002 Reodmg 
Armwnenh. 

Deprvfmml 01 Delmre DOmeSlK Dependent Elementocy ond Secondary khodr. Depculmanl of Defense Dependents Shook (OWXM). 
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Tables 3.14 and 3.15 present the percent- 
ages of male and female students at or 
above the Pr@cient level for the participating 
jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8 respectively. 
At grade 4, the percentage of students at or 
above Pr@cient in 2002 was higher than in 
1992 for both male and female students in 8 
of the jurisdictions that participated in both 
years. The percentages increased among 
male students only in 2 jurisdictions and for 
female students only in 2 jurisdictions. 
Increases in Percentages at or above Pr@- 
cient were detected between 1998 and 2002 
for both male and female students in 3 
jurisdictions, for males only in 2 jurisdic- 
tions, and for females only in 2 jurisdictions. 
Only 1 jurisdiction had a decrease in the 
percentage of male students at or above 
Pr@cient since 1998. 

At grade 8, the percentages of both 
males and females at or above Pr@cient 
increased between 1998 and 2002 in 1 
jurisdiction, and for males only in 2 jurisdic- 
tions. The percentage of female cighth- 
graders at or above Ptoficient decreased since 
1998 in 1 jurisdiction. 

In 2002, higher percentages of female 
students than male students were at or 
above Proficient in 36 of the jurisdictions that 
participated at grade 4, and 43 of the 
jurisdictions at grade 8. 
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Table 3.14 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, by gender, grade 4 public schools: 
By state, 1992-2002 

Nation (Public) 1 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 4 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Iowa 4 

Kansas * 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 4 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 4 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York 4 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 4 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 4 
West Virginia 

kconsin + 
Wyoming 

Ofher Jurisdictions 
Distrid of Columbia 

OOESS 
DoODS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Mole 
Accommodations Accommodations 

not permitted permitted 
1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 
24 24 27 25 26 
17 20 22 22 20 
17 20 18 18 18 
20 21 22 21 23 
16 15 18 17 18 

30*,** 34 41 38 39 
21 *,** i9*,** 21 *,++ l o * , * *  32 
20 19 I9 * 19' 24 
23 23 22 21 25 
14' 16 I5 14 18 

- 28 25 - 
28 29 - - 31 
32 30 29 27 32 
- - 29 29 29 
21 22 27 28 25 
14' 13' 16 14 18 
34 38 32 32 32 
20*,** 23 24 22 27 
34 r** 33 t** 31 +*+ 31 +** 43 

27 28 32 30 31 
12 14 16 I5 14 
27 28 23 23 28 
- 30 31 30 30 

22 25 30 29 - 

- 

24 - 23 23 26 

27 30 - - 30 
- - 18 18 19 
34 30 35 35 - 
31 29 - - -  
21 17 19 18 19 
24' 24' 27 27 31 
2 3 *  26 24 23* 28 
33 33 - - 30 

- 30 23' - 
26 - 29 29' 23 
- - 24 23 26 
29 25' - - 32 
26 27 31 31 30 
19 1 7 '  20 20 22 
21 23 23 22 23 
20 24 25 23 27 
27 26 24 14 28 

- 33 
28 * 21 *F* 26 * 25'*** 35 
- 24' 25 26 31 

30 31 32 32 - 

- 

- - - 

21 22 26 24 25 

30 28 26 26 29 

9 7 8  a t  

- ii*?** 28 28 30 
- - 28 28 30 

5 5 -  - 6  
2 -  6 5 5  

Female 
Accommodations Actommodotion 

not permitted permitted 
1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 
30 32 31 30 33 
23 26 26 25 25 
24 28 26 25 26 
25 27 24 24 28 
22 20 22 23 24 
29 31 37 36 - 
37 +** 43 49 49 47 
27t"  27'," 28','* 25*,*' 37 
23*#** 26 26 25 + 30 
27 28 27 27 31 
20' 22 20 20 25 

37 30 - 
35 32 36 - 

40 40 40 39 38 
- - 39 39 38 
25t" 29 31 30 35 
1 7 *  16' 22 21 22 
38 44 41 39 38 
28 30 34 32 32 

- - 
- 

38 39 +** 42 * 39 t** 52 
28 - 33 32 34 
36 37 40 39 42 
15 21 19 19 18 
33 34 35 33 36 
- 40 44 44 43 

39 34 39 - 
24 22 23 

42 42 41 39 - 
38 37 - 

- 
- -  

- - 
24 24 25 24 24 
29 ,** 31 *,** 31 * 31 ,** 40 
26*,** 34 31 31 35 
37 42 - - 38 
31 * 
32 

34 
30 
24 

- 

- 
- 
- 
35 
37 
23 * 

- 
31 
32 

33 
24 

- 

- 
32 
30 

32 
24 * 

- 

37 
29 
37 
37 
34 
29 

26 30 28 28 18 
27 28 32 33 29 
33 34 32 31 37 

- 45 
35 32*,*' 33' 34 39 
- 29'f" 33 35 38 

- - - 

30 30 31 31 31 
37 39 37 36 - 
35 36 34 33 35 

10 9 12 12 1 1  
35 35 37 

- 34 39 37 37 
9 1 1  1 1  - 

5 - 1 0 9  7 

- -  

- 

- lndicoter thot the ~r i i d i c t im  did no1 portkipole M did not meet minimum pmticipntion guidelines fs reporting. 4 lndicoler lhat the jwisdidion did not meet one M more of the guidelines for school 
porticipotim in 2002. ' Significantly diffwent from 2002 when only one iwirdiaion I the n o t i  is baing examined. '' Significontly different from 2002 when using o multiple-tomporiron procedure 
bowd on 011 jurirdidionr thnt portiipated both yew 
'Notion01 resulk thot ore prnenled for msessments prior to 2002 ore baed on the notional romple, not m oggregoted rtole mserrment sompler. 

NOTf  (omparolive performance results may be offeded by chmges in exclusion roles for students with disobililier ond limited E n g l i  profident rtudcnts in the NAEP rmnples. 
In odditim to m'lowmg for occommodatiom, the otcommodatimr-permitted results for notional public rthwk of grode 4 (1998 ond 20021 differ rligh* from previwr yews' results, and from 
previoudy repoded results for 1998, due to changes in romple weighting procedures. See oppendix A for more detaik. 
S O U K E  U.S. Deportment of tdutotion, lnrlitute of Education Sciences, Notionol(enter for Educotion Slotitits, Notiond Arrssunent of Educotionol Prcgrcrr (NAEPI, 1992, 1994, 1998, ond 2002 
Reoding Arsesmenls. 

Department of Defense Domafit Oepedenl Oementory ond Secondory Ithock. Deportment of Defense Dependents Srhook (Overseos). 
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Table 3.1 5 Percentage of students a t  or above Proficient in reading, by gender, grade 8 public schools: 
By state, 1998 and 2002 

Nation (Public)' 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California + 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Kansas + 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Marylond 

Massachusetts 
Mi c h i g o n 

Minnesota + 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York + 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon + 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington + 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin + 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Samoa 

Distrid of Columbia 
DDESS 
DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Tennessee 4 

kcommodations 
not permitted 

1998 

24 
18 
22 
18 
17 
23 
34 
19 * 
18 
20 
14 
- 
- 
29 
22 
13 * 
33 
25 
29 

28 
14 
24 
30 

19 
18 
30 
24 

- 

- 

- 
- 
21 
25 * 

25 
17 
18 
22 
25 

28 
24 
20 
24 
22 

- 

- 

- 
10 
36 
31 

8 
- 

Male 
Actommodations 

permitted 
1998 

23 * 
17 
21 
19 
17 
23 
33 
18 *,** 
1 7 '  
21 
15 
- 
- 
29 
23 
I 3  * 
32 
24 
30 

28 
15 
23 
32 

18 
17 
28 
22 

- 

- 

- 
- 
23 
25 

27 
18 
19 
21 
25 

27 
24 
21 
25 
22 

- 

- 

- 
9 

37 
31 

6 
- 

2002 

26 
17 
18 
22 
17 

31 
28 
24 
22 
14 
25 
26 
32 
27 
19 
32 
27 
33 
2 1  

16 
28 
33 
32 
16 
17 
29 
27 
28 
31 
22 
32 
32 
25 
19 
23 
25 
26 
34 
31 
30 
25 

25 

# 
9 

33 
34 

7 
4 

- 

- 

- 

Accommodations 
not permitted 

1998 

37 
25 
33 
28 
26 
38 
50 
31 * 
28 
29 
23 
- 
- 
42 
37 
22 
51 * 
38 
44 

46 
23 
35 
46 

30 * 
29 
37 
38 

- 

- 

- 
- 
36 
42 

35 
26 
33 
33 
37 

38 
40 
35 
42 
37 

- 

- 

- 
14 
38 
43 

1 1  
- 

Female 
Accommodations 

permitted 
1998 

37 
26 
32 
28 
25 
37 
48 
29 +** 
28 
30 
23 
- 
- 
43 
38 
22 
50 
37 
45 

44 
22 
33 
48 

29 
29 * 
37 
38 

- 

- 

- 
- 
37 
45 

37 
26 
34 
33 
37 

39 
40 
35 
44 
40 

- 

- 

- 
13 
40 
42 

11 
- 

2002 

36 
26 
29 
33 
24 

43 
38 
34 
30 
26 
41 
38 
44 
37 
25 
44 
37 
45 
37 

24 
38 
41 
41 
23 
23 
35 
36 
42 
39 
33 
41 
38 
35 
29 
34 
36 
38 
46 
43 
44 
33 

37 

2 
11 
42 
45 
14 
9 

- 

- 

- 

- lnditotes thot the jurisdiction did not patkpote a did not meet minimum partitipotion guidelines la reporfimg. 
+ lnditotes thot the j u i i i d ion  did no1 meet one or mwe of the guidelines for schod porticpotion in 2002. 
# Perrentoge rwnds to zero. 
* Signifirontty different lrm MO2 when only one iuiudittion or the notion is behg examined. 
** Signifitonfi dif l  erml horn 2002 when using o multiple-romporiron protedure bored on oU juriiidions thot poiiitipded both years. 
INolionol rKdh thot are presented fa prsessments prior lo 2002 ore bored on the nolionol rclmple, nof a oggregoted slote ossersmenl sampks. 
2 Deportmenl of Defense DMMS~K Dependent Banentory nnd Setondory Ithock. 3 Deportmitt of Defense Dependents Sthook (Overseorl. 
H O E  (omporntie performonre results moy be oflected by thonges m ex rbon  roles la students with disobilitiir ond hnited En& profiaienl students in L NAEP rclmpkr. 
SOURCL US. Deportmen! of Mutotion, Institute 01 fdutotion Sciences, Notiond Cenler lor fdutolion Stdbticr, Notimol Assessment of Lducofionol Progress (NUP), 1998 ond 2W2 Reding 
Assessments. 

1 

- 
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Wace/EBOonicity 
Thc avcragc reading scores of thc racial/ 
ethnic groups in each participating jurisdic- 
tion arc presented in tablc 3.16 for gradc 4 
and in table 3.17 for grade 8. At grade 4, 
avcragc scores werc higher in 2002 than in 
1992 for IVhitc students in 14 jurisdictions, 
Black students in 9 jurisdictions, Hispanic 
students in 5 jurisdictions, and Asian/Pacific 
Islander students in 6 jurisdictions. Only 1 
jurisdiction showed an average score de- 
crease sincc 1992 among White, Black, and 
Hispanic students, and 1 jurisdiction showed 
a decrcasc among Amcrican Indian stu- 
dents. Incrcascs since 1998 were dctectcd 
for White students in 12 jurisdictions, Black 
students in 16 jurisdictions, Hispanic stu- 
dents in 9 jurisdictions, and Asian/Pacific 

Islander students in 3 jurisdictions. Average 
score increases werc observed sincc 1998 
for three or more racial/ethnic subgroups in 
thc following jurisdictions: Delawarc, 
Massachusetts, New York, Oregon, and 
Virginia. Only 1 jurisdiction showed a scorc 
decrease sincc 1998 among LYlhitc students. 

At gradc 8, average scores incrcascd sincc 
1998 for both Whitc and Black students in 3 
jurisdictions. Avcragc scorcs incrcascd for 
just White students in 2 jurisdictions, and 
for just Black students in 1 jurisdiction. 
Average score decreases were detected for 
White students in 1 jurisdiction, Black 
students in 1 jurisdiction, and Asian/Pacific 
Islander students in 1 jurisdiction. 

a4 C H A P T E R  3 N A E P  2 0 0 2  R E A D I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  



Table 3.16 Average reoding scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By stote, 1992-2002 

Motion (Public) I 
Alabamo 
Arizono 

Arkonsm 
Colifornio + 
Colorodo 

Connecticut 
Deloware 

Rorido 
Georgio 
Howoii 
ldoho 

' Indiana 
Iowa + 

Kansas + 
Kentucky 
Louisiono 

Maine 
Morylond 

Mmsorhusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesoto 4 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montono t 
Nebroska 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York + 
North Corolino 
North Dakoto + 

Ohio 
Oklahomo 

Oregon 
Pennsylvanio 
Rhode lslond 

South Corolino 

Texos 
Utoh 

Vermont 
Yirginio 

Woshington t 
West Virginio 

Wisconsin + 
Wyoming 

Other Jurirdictionr 
District of Columbia 

DDESS 
DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Tennessee t 

White 
Accommodations Accommodation! 

not permitted pem'tted 
1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 
223' 222* 224' 223' 227 
217 219 221 222 218 
220 219 221 219 220 
218 217' 217' 216' 222 
217 212*#** 217 217 223 
221 220 228 226 - 
230*-** 233*0** 239 237 237 
221*9** 215*," 219**** 218**" 233 
218'9- 217'9" 219*#" 217'8" 226 
223 221 * 223 221 **** 226 
212 214 214 214 219 
221 - - - 224 
224 224 - - 225 
226 224 225 222 225 
- - 227 227 216 
214t" 214**** 220 220 222 
215**'." 213'*** 222 218 221 
227 229' 226 225 225 
220**** 222"" 228 224 230 
230*,** 230*," 230**** 228*#** 239 
222 - 224 223 226 
223t" 221 *F 226 224**" 229 
217 218 216 215 218 
225 221 222 221 226 
- 225 228 227 226 
224 223 - - 226 
- - 214 213 218 
228 224 226 227 - 
233 231 - - - 
223 220 224 222 223 
226t" 226*8" 228**** 228*#" 235 
220*,** 224 *#** 226 *#** 223 fn 232 
226 227 - - 226 
220**** - - - 229 
223' - 224'~" 225*en 220 
- - 218*,** 217**** 223 
227 224*8** - - 228 
223 225 227 226 221 
221 218'#" 222 221 225 
218 219 220 218 220 
223"" 226*-** 232 230 232 
222 219**** 220**" 220t" 224 

- 227 
227*-" 224'0** 226*~" 225*#** 233 
- 216*,** 220*#** 221 *<** 221 
216* 214*#** 217 216 220 
227 227 229 228 - 
225 223 221 220 224 

- - -  

246 248 248 247 248 
- - 229 227 231 
- 223" 229 227 229 
207 206 - - - -  m #* m 

# 
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Black 
Accommodations Accommodation! 

not permitted permitted 
1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 
191' 184' 192' 192' 198 
187 185 192 191 188 
198 188 193 191 199 
189 182' 184 184 188 
18l*," 182**" 188 186 196 
200 192 200 , 197 - 
195' 189*,** 204 203 206 
195*,** 187'0" 197'8" 189**** 209 
185*,# 181*8** 188'0" 186**** 196 
195 184**** 192*," 191*8** 200 
205 197 205 203 208 

200 192*," - - 202 
208 185**** 195 191' 207 
- - 193 191 206 
196 190' 197 199 199 
189 178**" 183*,# 180**** 192 

192' 185"" 192 190**" 199 
204' 196*,** 203' 202*,** 212 

189 176' 188 184 202 
186 185 191 I 189 189 
195 191 188 188 197 

m - -  - - 

# f u # # f u  

187 - 187 187 195 

m a # -  - 
196 190 - - 209 
- - 188 183** 196 
m a * # * -  

- -  198 191 - 
202 196 196 196 - 
199 19O*," 192**" 191*#** 202 
194'~" 192*1** 198'' 193*," 205 

197 - - - 202 
201*," - 193 195 188 
- - 193 191 204 
190 178**** - - 192 
192' 197 191 192 201 
194 182**" 194 192**** 199 
192 188 191 193 194 
199 190' 193 191**** 202 

*# * - -  - 

# # f u # #  

m - -  - - 
201 192**** 202 199*,** 205 
- 198' 202 204 213 

200 192' 194 207 
198 196 193 187 - 
*** 

# W # 8 # 1 ; 9  

185 174*,** 177" 174**" 188 
- - 209' 208*0*' 215 
- 205**** 211 209 215 

173**** - 179 175**** 183 
* # -  - 

Hispanic 
Accommodations Accommodations 

not permitted permitted 
1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 
194 186' 194 192 199 

197 188 183 188 188 
204 

180' 171*,** 178 181 192 
202 191 201 201 - 
187*,** 183*,** 200 196 204 

202 176' 212 
203 192*," 198 198 207 

200 
193 189 196 197 203 

- 197 198 - - - -  - 216 

#* *# *# #* *# 

# # # # *  

# m  

*# #* *# ttf 

- 

203 
215 201 205 

*# #* *# *** 
- -  
# u1 # 46 *** 
# tt* *# ttf *** 
# *# # ttf *** 
197 - 208 207 208 
196*," 182**** 195**" 194"' 207 
* - 202 201 205 

202 # * # # #  
*u u1 *# *# *** 
# # # *# I** 

m #* m *** - 
- 203 205 199 - 

191 189 195 - -  
# Z * t t * + h -  

195 
199 
184 *,- *# 
*# 
# 

207 

191 
183 

- 

*" 

193 
197 
189 *,** *# 
# 

- 
- 
- 
*** 
193 
# 

- 
198 
189 *a** 

202 * 
- 
- 
210' 
186' 

176 
- 
*# 

- - 
195 202 
1 8 8 ' 8 "  204 

213 #* 
*** 
**I 

- - 
204 197 
178*.** 200 - 197 
177**** 195 
# I** 

192 m a r m a r  

200" 198*," 206 200**** 208 
200 192 186"" 190"' 201 

*** 211' 200*." 207* 224 
- 185**" 195 200 204 

209 203 209 201 - 

*** - -  - - 
fu m *# m I** 

206 208 206 205 207 

189 183 180 173' 193 
211 213 222 - -  

- 213's" 215 212 222 
* - -  - 
155 - 166 161 158 

*I* 

See footnotes at end of table. D 
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Table 3.1 6 Average reading scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-2002-Continued 

f 

Nation (Public) I 
Alobomo 
Arizono 

Arkonsos 
Colifornio 4 
(olorodo 

Connecticut 
Debwore 

florido 
Georgio 
Howoii 
ldoho 

lndiono 
low0 4 

Konsos + 
Kentucky 
louisiono 

Moine 
Morylond 

Mossochinetts 
Miligon 

Minnesoto 4 
Missiiippi 

Missouri 
Montono 

Nehroska 
Nevodo 

New Hompshire 
New Jersey 

New Mexico 
New York 4 

North Corolino 
North Dokoto t 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode lslond 

South Corolino 

Texos 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginio 

Washington + 
West Virginio 

Wisconsin 4 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
Dbtrict of Columbio 

DDESS 2 
DoDDS 
Guom 

Virgin lslonds 

Tennessee 4 

Asion/Pacific Islander 
Accommodations Accommodation 

not permitted permitted 
1992 1994 1998 1998 2001 
215' 217 218 211 223 *** *** *** $1. $111 

*** 
*** 
207 * 
217 *** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
200 *** 
*** 
*** 

186 *** 

207* 210 
205 222 
225 *** 

*** *** 

*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
197 *,** 1 95 *,** 

*** - - - ,  

*** *** 

I** 

*** 
21 1 *** 
I** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
196 *> - 
- 
I** 

222 

220 

243 
242 
228 
227 

'* 204 

*** 

- 

I** 

*** 
*** 

I** 141 *** 
*** *** *** *I* *** 
*** *** I** *** $11 

*** *** I** *** *** 

- -  

219. 232 232 231 234 
217' 208**** 212*,** 211**** 233 *** - I** 

205 209 207 *** I** *** 
*** *** *** 

*** I** - 
*** *** - 
- - 213 

231 232 - 
**I *I* *** 

*** *** *** 
219*,** 225 233 
I** *** *** 
*** *** - 
*** - - 
I** - *** 

*** I** - - 214 - 
187* 199 206 *** *** *** 
*** I** **I 

*** *** 
*** 21 3 

212 208 

230 225 219 
- 212 212 

204 *** 

- - -  

*** *** *I* 

*** 
*** I** *I* 

*** *** *** 
*** - - 

- 217 226 
179t" 178*,** - 
*** - *** 

$88 *** 
193 221 

' *** I** 

212 220 

*** *** 
*** *** 

$11 - 
I** - 
- - 
*** I** 

230 240 
*I* *** 

**I 

I** 

*** I** 

- 
- 

205' 220 

206 205 
- 236 
*** $1. 

*** *** 
*** 232 
216 214 

218 229 
213 220 

I** - 

*** $11 

*** - 
*** I** 

*** *** 
*** *** 
225 225 
- 185 *** I** 

3s. ,, & 

American Indian/Alaska Native 
Accommodations Accommodotion 

not pem'tted permitted 
1992 1994 

*** 212 

179 173 
*** **I 

*** **L 

*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *I* 

*** - 
*** *** 
*** *** 
- -  
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
$14 - 
*** **I 

*** *** 
*** **I 

- 203 *** *** 
- -  
I** *** 
*I* *** 
ZOO*,** 178 
*I* *** 
*** *** 
205 199 

215 - 
*** - 

- -  
*** $11 

*** *** 
ti* *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
I** *** 
- -  
*** *** 

*** 
*** *** 
*** *** 

- 

203 201 
*** *** 
- -  

*** 
*** *** 
- 
*** - 

1998 1998 2002 
207 

190 174 180 

*** I** 

I** *** I** 

*** *** *** 
*** *** *** 
*** *** - 
*** I** *** 
*** *** *** 
*** *** I** 

*** I** I** 

*** *** I** 

- 187 - 
I** 

*** I** *** 
*** +** *** 
*** I *** *** 
I** *** $11 

*** *** *** 
*** *** *** 
**I *** I** 

*** *** *** 
*** 
$1. *** *** 
I** *** *I* 

- - 

*** 221 

205 199 209 *** 
*** *** *** 
- - 
*** 1 *** - 
- - -  
175 iao 184 *** *** $11 

*** *+* *** 
- 202 

216' 214 209 

- 
*** - - 

I** *** *** 
*** 

I** *** *** 
*** **I *** 
*** *** I** 

*** **I *** 
*** *I* *** 

*** 
*** *** I** 

- - 

- - 
203 203 209 *** *** *** 
*** *** - 
198 197 210 
*** *** *** 
*** *** *** 
*** $8, *** 

*** 
*** *** *I* 

- - 

Other 
Accommodations Accommodations 

not permitted 
1992 1994 1998 
*** *** *** 
*** *I* *** 
*** *** **I 

*** *** *** 
*** **I *** 
1.1 *I* *** 
*** *** *** 
*** *** *** 
*** *** *** 
*** *** I** 

208 200*,** 204 *** - 
$11 *** 
*** **I 

- - 
*** $11 

*** $14 

*** *** 
*** I** 

*** *** 
*** - 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 

*** 
I** *** 
- 
- - 
*** *** 
*** *** 
**I *** 
I** *** 
*** *** 
$111 *** 
$11 - 
*** - 
- - 
**I $1. 

*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
- -  
$11 I** 

*** 
I** *** 
I** *** 
*** *** 

- 

I** I** 

- - 
- 223 

194 *** 
*** - 

- 
- 
*** 
*** 
I** 

I** 

*** 
111 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
- 
*** 
**I 

- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
21 9 
225 
- 
.** 

, 

pernutted 
1998 2002 

216 *** 
*** *** 
$1. *** 
*** *** 
I** *** 
*** - 
I** I** 

*** *** 
*** *** 
*** 222 
196**" 210 
- 
- 
I** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*I* 

*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 
$1, 

*** 
I** 

- 
*** 
*I* 

- 
I** 

I** 

111 

- 
- 
I** 

*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*I* 

*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

I** 

218 
218 
- 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
**I 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*t* 

- 
- 
*I* 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
228 *** 
*** 
*** 
I+* 

*** 
*** 
*t* 

*** 
*** 
*** 
I** 

- 
*I* 

*** 
226 
222 *** 
*** 

- Indicotes thm the p d d i o n  did no1 pmtidpote M dii MI meel minimum pmiic@otion guideher for reparting. Inditata lhot l o  iu iddion did nm meet me or more of the guidelner far school patitipation in 2002. 
' Signifirontly different han 2002 when only on0 iurididhn or tho notion b being examined. Signifirontly diffutnt Iran 2002 h e n  u h p  o multipkomparbon procedure bored m d jutisdidions thot pmiidpoted both yaur ''. Somple h e  is imuffident to pennil o reliuble estimole. 

Notionol results thd are presented for mressmenh p h r  to 2002 we bored on Ihs Mtionnl rompls. not on oggregoted side mmmt mpln 
Deportment of Defense Domestir Dependent Ounentory and Secondary S l o d r  Depmiment of Defense Oependentskbok (hemor). 

NOIL (ompornfive p u f a a n e  r d h  may be affected by hmgK in exdurion mtn for siudenk d h  disabitlia and limited FngM profiden! Itudenh in the W ~mpln 
In odditim lo ofowing for octommodotions, the otcommodotionspermitted resulk for notionol public shook 01 grodo 4 (1998 and 20021 differ sbghtty hom proviour yean' rwufts, and from pv io& reporfrdresdk for 1998, duo 
10 changes in sample weijhting procedures. See oppendb A for more detoih 
SOURCk US. Depactmrnt of Education, lMliM0 of Muc lon  kiffltq Notiand (enter for Mutation Statistics, Notionnl AosMlent of fdutotiond Progrsrt (NAP), 1992,1994,1998, and 2002 Reodng Anenmenk. 
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Table 3.1 7 Average reading scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alabamo 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connedicul 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Kansas 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Moryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wixonsin 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdidions 
American Samoa 

Ditrid of Columbia 
DDESS 
DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Rccommodations 
not permitted 

1998 
269 
264 
271 
262 
260 
270 
270 
263 *r 
264 
260 
262 
- 
- 

271 
264 
263 * 
273 
272 
274 

270 
263 * 
266 *P 
271 

263 * 
270 
276 
271 

- 

- 

- 
- 

269 
260 

265 
265 
265 
272 
266 

273 
260 
262 
270 
264 

- 

- 

- 
1.1 

271 
276 
- 
*** 

White 
Actommodations 

permitted 
1998 
260 
265 
269 
263 * 
260 
270 
277 
263 **** 
264 * 
260 
262 - 
- 

272 
264 
262 * 
272 
272 
274 

269 
264 
265 *I** 
273 

- 

- 
264 *F 
270 
275 
270 

260 
269 

260 
265 
264 
271 
266 

273 
267 
262 
269 
265 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
*** 
270 
275 - 
*** 

2002 
271 
264 
267 
267 
265 

277 
275 
269 
260 
263 
269 
267 
273 
267 
260 
270 
274 
270 
270 

260 
271 
273 
273 
259 
266 
274 
274 
269 
273 
260 
270 
271 
260 
260 
265 
276 
267 
272 
275 
271 
264 

267 

- 

- 

- 

*** 
I** 

279 
270 *** 
*** 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

Black 
kcommodations! Accommodations 
not permitted permitted 

1998 j 1998 
24 1 242 
237 237 
245 240 
234 234 
243 230 
246 ~ 240 
243 245 
230 *,** 234 "9- 

232 *,* 236 * 
240 * 241 *** *** 

- - 
252 249 
242 I 246 
236 ~ 236 
*I* , *** 
241 i 240 
240 246 - - 
236 231 
237 230 
243 242* *** *I* 

- - 
241 *** 237 *** 

240 246 
249' 246 

- - 
252 **** ~ 253 *,** 
240 239 - 
251 246 
239 240 
237 235 

246 245 
I I** *I* 

- - 
250 I 250 
249 242 
246 240 
235 ~ 234 *** g *** 

- - 
234 233 
254 240 
259 1 256 

2002 
244 
234 
250 
230 
242 

240 
252 
244 
246 
253 

247 
244 
240 
240 

246 
246 
242 

240 
250 

246 
234 

246 
147 

246 
230 

236 
243 
243 
240 
247 

- 

*** 

*** 

- 
*** 

*** 

*** 

*** 

*I* 

*I* 

252 
247 
242 - 
**I 

*I* 

230 
260 
263 

241 
*** 

kcommadations 
not permitted 

1998 
243 

245 

230 
242 
247 * 
247 
247 

*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 
- 
- 

240 *** 
*** 
*** 
262 
244 - 
*** 
*** 
**t 

I** 

- 
242 
247 
240 
**I 

- 
- 

249 
245 

230 
- 
*** 
*** 
251 
252 * 

250 
244 

255 
243 

- 

**I 

- 
243 
270 
260 
- 
*** 

Accommodations 
permitted 

1998 
241 

244 

230 
244 
247 
240 
247 

*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 
- 
- 

24 I *** 
I** 

*** 
261 
242 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 

242 
250 
147 *** 
- 
- 

254 
237 

239 
- 
*** 
*** 
250 
244 

265 
240 

256 
250 

- 

*** 

- 
246 
276 
263 
- 
*** 

2002 
245 

242 

230 

239 
250 
252 
242 
246 
247 

253 

*** 

*** 

- 

I** 

*** 
I** 

*** 
253 
246 *** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
251 
237 
247 
251 
252 
**I 

I** 

25 1 
249 
141 
240 *** 
*** 
250 
230 

26 1 
247 

*** 

*** 
- 

249 

*** 
240 
273 
267 

236 
*** 

See footnotes at end of table. c. 
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Table 3.17 Average reading scale scores, by rate/ethnitity, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002-Continued 

1998 2002 

- - .*** ~ . *** *** *** 
*** *** *** *** **I **I I** 

*** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** **I 

*** I** *** 
*I* 

*** *** *** *** *** *** 
*** *** **I 

$14 *** *** *** 
*** I** *** *** 

**I 

*** 
*** *** *** 
*** *** *** 

I** 

I** 1 *** I** *** I** *** 
I** *I* *** *** I** I** 

I** I** I** *** *** *** *** *** *** 
*** *** *I* *** *** *** 
*** I** , *** I** *** *** 

I** 

*** *** *** *** *** *** 
*** *** *** *** 
111 *** *** *** 

- Minnesoto t 245 236 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montono t 
Nebmsko - 

Nevodo 259 

New Yorkt 213 

I** *I* 

253 - - *** 255 251 I** I** 111 

*** - - - 
258 

261 
239 243 246 

251 251 
*** 

*** 260 

216 
*** *** New Mexico 

North Corolino 
North Dokoto t - - - 250 - - 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

*** 
*** 
*** 

*** *** 
- - - - - I** - ' -  *** 

250 *** 
*** 

260 ' 260 *** I** *** 
I** *** 

- - - Oregon) 269 265 215 
- 253 

251 260 

215 211 
254 

Vermont - - 
Krginio 273 274 219 

212 261 

- Pennsylvania - 
Rhode Islond 

South Corolino 

Texos 212 
Utah 

*** *** 261 
I** 

Tennessee 4 

- - *** 
I** *** 

- - *** 

254 *** 250 *** *** *** Washington ) 263 
West Virginio 

Wixonsin ) 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 

District of Columbio 
DDESS 
DODOS' 265 266 273 - 240 Guom - 

*** 
- *I* *** *** *** I** *** - - 

I** *** *** 249 241 241 *** *** *** 

*** - - - *** - 
*** I** *** *** *** *** - 198 Ameriton Somoo - 

*** *** I** 

214 
213 

*** *** *** *** *** *** **I *** 

I** 

*** *** *** *I* *** *** 
260 269 *** *** *** 

*** - - - - 
I** *** *** Virgin lslonds 

- Indicates that the jlairdidion did not ppltidpote OT did not meet minimum pmiicipation guidehes for reporting. t Indicates thd the iuididiin did not meet me or more of tho guidelines fs school pmticipdbn in 2002 
* Significantly dtfferenf frrm MOZwfien mly one iurirdictim or the nation h bebg examined 
*' Signifimlly different from 2002 when using a multiple-comparison protedure bored m oll jurbdictims that pmticipded both years. 
*** Somple size is imu f f i dd  to permit a reliuble Ktimafe. 
lNolionol r ~ d h  that are presented for mreaments prior to 2002 me bmed on tho national sample, not m aggregated state pnenment mpln. * Depohent of Defense Onmedic Dependent Elementary and Secondmy Shook 3Depmhned 01 Oefenso Dependents Shook (Ovenem). 
N O E  Comparative perfmanto results may be affected by hmges in exclusion rates for students d h  disabilities and limited Englii proficient students in the ME) sampler 
SOURCE US. Depmtment of Education, InsliMe of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notiom1 Assessment of Educatimal Progrerr (NAP), 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessments. 
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The percentages of students at or above 
ProJicient in the different racial/ethnic sub- 
groups across jurisdictions are presented in 
tables 3.18 (grade 4) and 3.19 (grade 8). The 
percentage of fourth-graders at or above 
ProJicient increased since 1992 for White 
students in 15 jurisdictions, Black students in 
5 jurisdictions, Hispanic students in 3 jurisdic- 
tions, and Asian/Pacific Islander students in 1 
jurisdiction. Increases since 1998 were de- 

tected for White students in 6 jurisdic- 
tions, Black students in 3 jurisdictions, 
Hispanic students in 3 jurisdictions, and 
Asian/Pacific Islander students in 1 
jurisdiction. 

The percentage of eighth-graders at or 
adovc ProJiCient increased since 1998 for 
White students in 3 jurisdictions, and for 
Black students in 2 jurisdictions. 
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Table 3.10 Percentage of students a t  or above Proficient in reading, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-2002 

Notion (Public) 
Alabamo 
Ariiono 

Arkonsos 
California * 
Colorodo 

Connecticut 
Delowore 

florid0 
Georgio 
Howoii 
ldoho 

lndiono 
low0 * 

Kansas * 
Kentucky 
louisiono 

' Maine 
Maryland 

Mossothusetts 
Michigon 

Minnesoto * 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montono 4 
Nebrosko 

Nevodo 
New Hompshire 

New Jersey, 
New Mexico 

New York * 
North Corolino 
North Dokoto * 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon 
Pennsyivonio 
Rhode ldond 

South Corolino 

Texos 
Utoh 

Vermont 
Virginio 

Worhington * 
West Virginio 

WMonsin * 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
District of Columbio 

DOESS 
OoDDS 
Guom 

Yirgin lslonds 

Tennessee 4 

White 
Accommodations Accommodationi 

not permitted permitted 
1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 
33' 35' 36 36' 39 
27 31 32 32 31 
28 32 31 30 32 
28 29 28 28 33 
28 25' 29 28 35 

41 *,** 47 54 51 52 
30 *,** 29 *F 31 *,** 30 *,** 45 
28 *,** 31 * 31 29 **** 38 
34 35 36 35 39 
23 29 27 25 32 
29t- - - - 35 
33 36 - - 37 
37 36 37 35 37 
- - 37 37 38 
24f" 27 31 31 32 
23**** 24' 30 28 31 
36 41 * 37 36 35 
32'8" 36 40 37 42 
40 *,** 41 *** 42 *,** 40 +** 54 
30 - 33 33 36 
33 **** 34' 39 38 40 
25 29 26 25 26 
34 34 33 32 37 

29 33 40 38 - 

- 37 40 39 39 
33 36 - - 38 
- - 26 25 28 
38 36 38 37 - 
44 42 - 
34 31 36 35 35 
35t" 38t" 39* 39*#** 49 
32 *#** 38 36 * 35 **** 44 
36 39 - - 36 

- 40 
32 - 35 35 31 

36 36' - - 41 
32 **** 36 38 37 39 

- - 

30 *,** - - 

- - 31 30 34 

32 30' 32 32 36 
28 32 31 30 31 
35' 38 43 43 44 
31 31 30 30 35 

- 40 
38 t** 35 **** 37 * 38' 46 
- 30*,** 32' 33 38 

37 38 39 38 - 

- - -  

26 21 30 28 29 

35 33 32 31 34 

61 63 64 62 66 
- - 41 40 42 
- 34 41 40 39 
19 22 - - *** 

*** - t** *** *** 

1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 
8 *  8 *  9 ' 10 12 
5 7 8 ' 7  7 
14 1 1  1 1  1 1  17 
6 6 6  6 8  
9 7 6 6 1 1  

1 1  12 15 1 1  - 
8**" 9 13 13 17 
8 f "  lo*?* 12' lot" 18 
7 7 9  8 1 1  
10 9 9 *  9' 13 
17 1 1  20 20 21 

10 8 - - 14 
17 7 12 8 20 

13 15 17 
8 1 1  1 1  1 1  13 

*** *** - - - 

- -  
6 3f** 5 * i  5* 8 

*** *** *** I** *** 
9 8 10 9 12 
10 12 10 12 19 
7 -  7 8 1 1  
5 1 1  1 1  12 15 
5 7 8  7 6  
8 1 1  8 8 10 

- 19 8 10 - 
7 6 10 

*** *** I** *** - 

- -  
*** *** *** *** - 

- -  9 ' 1 1  - 
12 13 9 10 *** 
10 9 8 8 14 
9 1 1  1 1  10 13 *** - I** *** - 
10 - - - 13 
9 -  9 1 1  8 

9 9 13 
8 7 -  - lo 
8 12 10 10 12 
7 **** 5 *8** 9 8 12 
7 9 9  8 9  
8 '  9 10 9 14 

- -  

*** *** *** *** I** 

*** - - -  - 
1 1  8'0- 13 12 15 

14 5 7 17 
- 1 1  13 12 23 

9 9 8  6 -  
*** 

*** *** *** *** *** 

7 5' 6 6 7  
20 20 21 

- 14 20 19 21 
- -  

*** - *** *** - 
3 *,** - 8 7 6  

Hispanic U 
Accommodations Accommodations 

not permitted permitted 
1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 
10' 11  12 12 14 

10 13 7 8 10 
16 

5 4 *  8 8 10 
12 1 1  14 14 - 
6**" 10 12 1 1  15 

12 6f** 18 
14 13* 18 19 20 

15 
10 12 14 15 20 

10 7 -  - -  
24 
14 

*** *** *** *** *** 

*** *** *** *** 

*** *** 

*** *** *** *** 

*** *** - - 
*I* *** *** *** 
- - 17 22 15 *** *** *** *** *** 
*** *** *** *** *** 
*** *** *** *** *** 
1 1  *** 24 22 20 
9 6' 10 1 1  15 

14 
*** - 17 16 16 *** *** *** *** 
*** *** *** *** *** 
*** *** *** *** *I* 

**I *** *** *** - 
18 19 15 - - 

- - 1 1  9 11 
9 1 2 - -  - 
12 15 14 12 15 

19 

*** *** *** *** - 

8*#" 1 1  7*," 7*#" 16 

*** 
*** 

14 *** *** I** 

*** *** - - 
I** - - -  
14 - 15 14 13 

8 6 14 
14 8 *** - - 

4 12 5 5 10 

8 
11' 12* 15 14 18 
13 14 7 7 *** 14 

25 14' 16' 34 

- -  
*** *** *** *** *** 
*** *** *** *** 

- - - -  
I** 

- 6**** 12 I5 17 

16 16 19 13 - 
*** *** *** *** **I 

15 19 17 16 15 

10 14 10 10 8 - -  24 26 28 
- 23 24 21 32 
*** *** - - 
2 -  5 5  1 

*** 

See footnotes ot end of table. b 

90 C H A P T E R  3 N A E P  2 0 0 2  R E A D I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
10'7 



Table 3.18 Percentai 
-Contini 

Motion (Public) 
Alobomo 
Arizono 

Arkonsos 
kdifornio 4 
(olorodo 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

florido 
Georgia 
Hawoii 
ldoho 

lndiono 
low0 * 

Kansas * 
Kentucky 
louisiono 

Maine 
Morylond 

Massachusetts 
Michigon 

Minnesota * 
Mississippi 

MiSSOUri 
Montono * 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Hompshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York * 
North Corolino 
NorthDokoto i 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon 
Pennsylvonio 
Rhode lslond 

South Corolino 

Texos 
Utoh 

Vermont 
Virginio 

Washington * 
West Virginio 

WBomin * 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
Dishid of (olumbio 

DDESS 
DODOS 
Guam 

Virsin lslonds 

Tennessee * 

of students at or above Proficient in reading, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-2002 

not permitted 
1992 

23 * 
I** 

*** 
*** 
22 
29 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
15 *** 

*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
33 
28 

14 
*** 

*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
- 
*** 
42 
I** 

1994 
34 

16 

26 
26 
40 

*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
17 
- 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
49 
22 * 

25 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
46 *** 

29 **** 42 
I** *** 
*** *** 
*** - 
*** - 
- - 
*** I** 

10 17 
I** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** 25 

44 41 
- 27 

23 

- - 

*** *** 
*** 
*** *** 

*** *** 
- - 
- 26 

6 6 *** - 

1998 
31 *** 

*** 
*** 
27 
35 *** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
14 
- 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
42 
23 ' 

30 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
24 *** 
- 
*** 
48 *** 
- 
- 
*** 
24 

20 
- 
*** 
*** 
28 
21 

29 
22 

- 

*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
36 
- 
*** 

permitted 
1998 2002 

27 36 

30 

31 34 

58 
*** 58 

41 
42 

15 18 

*** *** 
*** 
*** *** 

*** - 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** I** 

*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 

- 
- 

44 45 
19'8- 46 *** 
20 *** 
*** 
*** 
- 
21 *** 
- 
*** 
47 *** 
- 
- 
*** 
23 

22 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
28 

25 
24 

- 

*** 
*I* 

*** 

*** 
*** 
37 - 
*** 

I** 

33 *** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
24 - 
- 
*** 
51 *** 
*** 
I** 

I** 

33 
49 
22 *** 

*** 
42 
24 

40 
32 

*** 

*** 
- 
*** 

*** 
*** 
33 
. 8  *** 

Asian/Pacific Islander 
Accommodations Accommodation 

American Indian/Alaska Native 
Accommodations Accommodatioi 

not permitted 
1992 

*** 
*** 

3 *** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
*I* 

- 
I** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 
*I* 

- 
*** 
- 
*** 
I** 

8 *** 
*I* 

14 

25 
*I* 

- 
*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 

1994 
31 

5 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
I** 

- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
I** 

19 *** 
- 
*** 
*** 

6 
I** 

*** 
17 
- 
- 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** - 

*** \ *** 

10 14 
*** *** 

I** *** 
- -  

*** 
*** *** 
- 
*** - 

I998 
*** 
*** 
11 *** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
18 
- 
*** 
*** 
- 

5 
I** 

*** 
- 
- 
24 *** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
I** 

19 
*I* 

*** 
12 

I** 

t** 

*** 
- 
*** 

permitted 
1998 

*** 
*** 

7 *** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
**+ 
*** 
IS - 

*** 
*** 
- 

6 *** 
*** 
- 
- 
24 *** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
17 *** 

*** 
10 

*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 

2002 
22 

7 
*** 

*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
I** 

13 *** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
29 *** 

*** 
17 *** 

*** 
- 
- 

6 *** 
*** 
11 

23 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
17 *** 
- 
23 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

1992 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
21 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
- 
- 
*** 
*** 

1994 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
19 - 

*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
- 
- 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
I** 

*** 
- 
I** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
- 
35 
19 
- 

1998 1998 
*** *** 
*** I** 

*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
16 16 
- -  
- -  
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** I** 

*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
- -  
*** I** 

*** *** 
- -  
*** I** 

*** *** 
*** *** 
- -  
- -  
*** *** 
*** I** 

- -  
I** *** 
*** *** 
*** I** 

*** *** 
*** *** 
- -  
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 

*** *** 
30 30 
32 19 - -  

*** *** 

Accommodations Accommodations 
permitted not permitted 

2002 
26 
I** 

*** 
*** 
I** 

- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
32 
22 
I** 

**I 

*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
I** 

I** 

*** 
*** 
**$ 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
- 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 
42 *** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*I* 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*I* 

I** 

*** 
- 
*** 

*** 
38 
31 *** 

I** 

- Indicoles thd the jurisdiction did no! padidgois or did no1 meel minimum padidpation guidelii for reporling. * lndicales that Ihe jurisdiction did no1 meel one or more of the guidelinesfor xhool pmtic@otion in 2002. 
' S i g n f i t l y  dilferenl ham 2002 when only one jurbdiction or the nation is being emined. ** SigNfimtly Merent ham 2002 when vring a mldtipla.comparirm procedm bpwd m d jurisdictions lhat pmikjgaled both yeon 
'**Sample i z e  i s  imuflitienl to permit a reliable estimate. 

Notional results that are presented for assessments prior to 2002 are bmcd on the ndionalsomplm not on aggregated date pnwmenl samples. 
Depmfment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementmy ond S ~ C M ~ S ~ I O O ~  3 Depmimenl of Defensn Dependents Shook (Overreas). 

NOR Campamike perfmanre results may be offected by changes in exdusion mtes for students ah hbi l i t ies ond I d l e d  bglii profidenl students in the NAfPsamples. 
In addition to ollmving for occammodations, the occomodotionrpermiHed results for notional public sthook d grade 4 (1998 and 2002) differ sbghtt from previow yeon' results, and horn previwdy reporfed results far 1998:due 
to changes in sample weighting procedures. See appendix A for morn btaL 
SOURCL US. DepDmnenl of Education Institute of Educathn Stienceu Notion01 Center for Education Statistkw National A e n t  of Educdhd  Progress (NAEP), 19923 1994.1998, and 2002 Reading k m e n t s .  
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Table 3.1 9 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

1998 2002 

*** 

See footnotes at end of table. B 
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Yable 3.19 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 _ _  
-Continued 

Nation (Public) 
Alaboma 
Aiuono 

Arkonsos 
(olifarnio ' 
(olorado 

Connecticut 
Delowore 

hrida 
Georgia 
Howoii 
Idaho 

lndiano 
Kansas 1 

Kentucky 
Louisiano 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massochusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesoto 
Mississippi 

MisrOUn' 
Montona 4 
Nebrosko 

Nevado 
New Mexico 

New York 4 
North Corolina 
North Dakoto 4 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 4 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode lslond 

South (orolino 

Texos 
Utah 

Vermont 
Yirginio 

Woshington 1 
West Yirginia 

Wxomin 1 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Somoo 

Distrid of (olumbia 
DDESS 2 
DoDDS 
Guam 

Yirgin Islands 

Tennessee 1 

Asian/Pacific Islander 
Accommodations 

not permitted 
1998 

32 *** 
*** 
*** 
24 
30 
59 * 

54 

16 

*** 

*** 

- 
- 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
53 
35 

21 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
21 

43 
*** 

*** 
- 
- 
*** 
33 

34 
- 
*** 
*** 
45 *** 
- 
43 
32 
I** 

*** 
*** 

- 
*** 
*** 
29 
- 
*** 

Accommodations 
permitted 

1998 
30 *** 

*** 
*** 
25 
25 
50 

47 

16 

*** 

*** 

- 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
55 
40 

16 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
24 

49 
*** 

*** 
- 
- 
I** 

35 

30 
- 
*** 
*** 
43 *** 
- 
30 
34 *** 

*** 
*** 

- 
*** 
*** 
34 - 

*** 

2002 
34 *** 

*** 
*** 
25 

34 
54 

27 
17 

- 

*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
56 
37 *** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
24 

36 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
41 
27 
19 *** 

*** 
39 
22 

50 
39 

*** 

*** 
- 
*** 

1 *** 
I** 

37 
10 *** 

American Indian/Alaska Native 
Iccommodations Accommodations 

not permitted permitted 
1998 

*** 
*** 
10 *** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
20 - 

*** 
10 

21 
*** 

- 
- 
22 
I** 

- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
IS 

13 

*** 
*** 

- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
I** 

1998 
*** 
*** 

7 *** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 

3 *** 
, *** 

*** 
20 - 

*** 
11 

21 
*** 

- 
- 
23 *** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
I** 

17 *** 
, *** 

12 

- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 

2002 
18 

12 
**I 

*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
I** 

I** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
17 
I** 

*I* 

9 *** 
*** 
19 

23 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
15 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

Other 1 
Rccommodations 

not permitted 
1998 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
17 - 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
I** 

- 
*** 
I** 

*** 
*I* 

- 
- 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*I* 

*** 
*I* 

- 
**. 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

- 
*** 
*** 
35 - 

*** 

Accommodations 
permitted 

1998 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
I** 

I** 

I** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
17 
- 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*I* 

*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*I* 

*** 
*** 
- 
- 
*** 
I** 

- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
I** 

*** 
*** 

- 
1.11 

*** 
36 
- 
*** 

2002 
24 *** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
24 *** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** , 
*** 
*** 
I** 

I** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
- 
*** 

*** 
*** 
44 
39 *** 
*** 

- lndimtsr thot the lurididion did MI portidpots of did not meet minimum prmicipotion guidelines for reporting. t Indicotes thot the jurisdidion did not meet one or more of the guidermesfor rchod pmiilipation ir 
Signifimntty different from MOZwhen wty om iurisdidion or the nolion is being exm'ned. 

'* Signifiwnlly different from ZOO2 when using o muhiismporison pmtedure based on 00 iurirdittionr thot pariidpoted both y a n  **' Sample size b inwffident to permit o relobla wtimote. 
lNotionol resulh thot ore presented fa orreamenk prior to 2GQ2 ore bmed on the notionol somple, not on oggregoted rtots osressment sompler. 
2Deportment of Defense D o W u  Dependent Elementory ond Setondory Schodr. 3Depomnent of Defense Dependenh Shook (Oversem). 
NOTE Compomtive perfmmmte results moy be offeded by hunger in exrlujon roter for rtudcnh ah M i t i t i e s  ond limited En$' profiient studenhin Ihs W romplsr 
SOURCt: US. Deportment of Edumlion, Institute of Mutotion Sciences, Ndionol Center for tducotion Stotirtitr, Notiond Arressme~l of tducolionol Progress (WAEP), 1998 ond 2002 Reoding Armsmentr. 

I 2002. 
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Table 3.20 Average reading scale scores, by student eligibility for freeheduted-price school lunch, grade 4 public schools: By state, 
1998 and 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alobomo 
Ariiono 

Arkomos 
Coliiornio * 
tolorodo 

Connecticut 
Oelowore 

Florida 
Georgio 
Howoii 
ldoho 

lndiono 
low0 * 

Konsos * 
Kentucky 
Louisiono 

Moine 
Morylond 

Mossochusetis 
Michigon 

Minnesoto * 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montono * 
Nebmsko 

Nevodo 
New Hompshire 

New Mexico 
New York * 

North Corolino 
North Dokoto * 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon 
Pennsylvonio 
Rhode lslond 

South Corolino 

Texos 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginio 

Woshington * 
West Virginia 

Wirconsin * 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
Distrid of tolumbio 

DDESS 
DODOS 
Guom 

Virgin lslonds 

Tennessee * 

kcommodations 
not permitted 

1998 
I98 * 
196 
188 
196 *,** 
182 
204 
205 
199 *,** 
192 *+* 
193 **- 
185 **** - 
- 
210 
207 
204 
193 
216 
195 
205 *F+ 
200 
202 *** 
195 
202 
21 5 

189 *,- 
208 
194 
197 *ow 

202 *,** 

- 

- 
- 
209 *,** 
196 *,** 

196 
I96 * 
198 
203 
203 **- 

200 *,** 
200 *-** 
205 * 
206 
208 

174 *,** 
214 +** 
221 

179 

- 

- 

- 

Eligible 
Accommodations 

permitted 

1998 
195 * 
196 
189 
196 * 
182 
202 
203 
189 *en 

190 *,** 
192 *,** 
185 *,** 
- 
- 
205 
206 
206 
189 **- 
21 5 
192 *,** 
263 I,** 
200 
198 *f* 
194 
202 
21 2 

189 *,** 
21 1 
193 *,** 
196 I*** 
198 *,** 

- 

- 
- 
208 
192 *,** 

195 
194 I,** 
198 
199 *,** 
205 * 

198 *,** 
203 *f* 
205 * 
203 
207 

172 **** 
21 2 *,** 
21 7 

175 

- 

- 

- 

2002 
202 
195 
191 
202 
190 

209 
21 1 
204 
202 . 
196 
210 
207 
21 3 
21 1 
209 
197 
213 
202 
215 
204 
21 8 
195 
205 
21 3 
209 
198 

201 
207 
208 
214 
207 
203 
207 
200 
202 
201 
202 
210 
21 1 
21 3 
209 
21 1 
21 0 

212 

185 
220 
221 
180 
180 

- 

- 

- 

1998 1998 
226 * 226 * 
226 226 
222 221 
221 * 221 * 
218 21 8 
229 227 
240 ' 238 
221 '8- 21 9 *,** 
222 220 *,** 
227 224 
212 *,- 2 1 2 **** 

- 1 -  

- 8 -  

229 226 
229 229 
229 227 
224 221 
230 : 230 
225 222 * 
233 f- 230 *,** 
226 225 
230 228 
220 219 
225 **** 224 *,** 
234 233 

217 214 
231 230 
224 223 
232 231 * 
227 *P 224 *F 

- - 

- - 
- - 
230 231 *I** 
225 223 *,** 

231 230 
223 * 223 *,** 
225 224 
231 230 
222 *,** 222 *P 

228 * 226 **** 
225 *.** 226 *f* 
228 227 
231 230 
225 224 

- - 

- - 

216 21 5 
226 225 
228 224 
- - 
I** *** 

Not eligible 
lccommodations Accommodations 

not pem'tted permitted 

2002 
229 
221 
21 9 
227 
225 

237 
232 
227 
227 
218 
229 
230 
228 
230 
229 
227 
231 
227 
241 
228 
230 
221 
231 
231 
230 
21 7 

224 
236 
234 
229 
231 
227 
229 
232 
231 
228 
224 
228 
228 
233 
233 
232 
228 

227 

210 
230 
227 
193 

- 

- 

- 

*** 

Accommodations Accommodations 
not permitted permitted 

1998 1998 
225 219 
204 *,** 21 1 
212 208 
21 3 208 
212 219 
216 21 8 

240 239 

21 5 21 7 
21 7 218 

*** *** 

*** *** 

- - 
216 21 6 

231 236 

209 206 
226 221 
210 I95 * 
226 224 
214 21 4 

21 8 225 

222 , 219 
223 222 

21 7 221 
220 222 
214 21 1 
226 223 
223 21 6 

*** *** 

*** *** 

- - 

- - 
21 5 21 5 
223 21 6 
- - 
*** *** 
*** *** 
203 195 
199 202 
220 220 

21 7 fw 226 * 
223 230 

220 21 3 
224 221 

200 188 
224 21 5 
222 221 

164 153 

- - 

I** I** 

- - 

2002 
217 
221 
21 3 
21 0 
208 

238 
242 

21 3 

222 
233 

- 

*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 
21 1 
199 
225 
224 
238 
21 8 
222 
205 
227 *** 
*** 
206 

199 
230 
222 

225 
196 
21 8 
221 
217 
225 
21 4 
21 5 
21 4 
230 
241 
21 7 
218 

235 

- 

*** 

- 

I** 

223 
224 *** 
**I 

- Indirotes that the jurisdiction dP no1 pmtitipata or did not meet minhnum participation guide l i i  for nporting. * Indicates tho1 the jurisdiction did not meel me or more of the guidelines for %hod pmt i r i i i on  in 2002. 
' Significantly differen1 ham 2002 hen only one pisdidion or the nation b being examined. " Significantly Maent ham 2002 dm using o multiplbcompclrban procedure bmed a d iurisdidiom thpf pprfidpoted both ym 
**' Somple i z e  n imuffiaent to permit o relinble KlimOtS. 
1 Notional rmulh that ore presenled fa orsersmenk prior to 2002 we bored on Ihe national rrunplr not on aggregated state mrsssmenl rmples. 

NOR Comporative perfmnmce r d h  moy be affected by changes in exdusion rates for students with disabiliiies md limited Englii pofidenl *dents in t h ~  NAP SO~II~~EL 
In oddiion to dowing for actommodattiom, tho occommodatiomgermitled resulb for notional public sthods at ~ I O ~ S  4 (1998 ond 2002) differ slightly from pedoudy repoded r d t s  fm 1998, due to changes in sample veighting 
p m t d u n i  See appendix A for more detoik 
SOURCL. U.S. DepOmnent of Educatiolr Instilute of Education kientev Notional Center for Mutation Stoliiw N a t d  hcsessment of Mutational Rogrerr (NAP) 1998 and 2002 R e d i  Anntmenk 

Deportment of Defense Domestic Dependenl Omentory and Secondmy S d ~ o o k  Depmtrnent of Defense Dependents Schwk IOversens). 
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Table 3.21 Average reading scale scores, by student eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 
and 2002 

Notion (Public) 
Alobomo 

Ariiono 
Arkonsos 
California 
Colorado 

Connedicu 
Delaware 

florido 
Georgia 
Howoii 
ldoho 

Indiona 
Konsos 

Kentucky 
louisiona 

Moine 
Moryhnd 

Massochusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesoto 
Mississippi 

MiSSOUri 
Montono 
Nebrosko 

Nevodo 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Corolino 
North Dokota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Penmylvonio 
Rhode ldond 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 

Texos 
Utoh 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Woshington 
West Virginio 

Wstonsin 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Somoo 

Dishid of Columbia 
DDESS 
DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin lslonds 

- 
Eligible 

Lccommodations 
not permitted 

1998 
246 * 
241 
245 
242 *,** 
231 
245 
249 
239 $8" 

240 * 
24 1 
239 
- 
- 
256 
251 
242 
261 
242 
240 

250 
240 * 
249 fn 

260 

24 1 
249 
252 
249 

- 

- 

- 
- 
250 
251 

245 
240 
242 
240 
254 

- 

- 
241 **** 
241 
254 
249 
252 

- 
220 * 
261 
251 * 

233 
- 

A c c Mnm o d at i o m 
permitted 

1998 
245 * 
241 
246 

. 243 *#** 
235 
249 
249 
230 *,** 
241 *,** 
240 
230 - 
- 
254 
251 
243 
259 
239 fU  

241 

240 
241 * 
240 $1- 

259 

245 
250 * 
250 
241 

- 

- 

- 
- 
251 
252 

246 
240 * 
240 
246 
240 

- 

- 
240 fU  

245 * 
254 
250 
252 

- 
229 
259 
251 *#** 
- 

731 f" 

2002 
249 
240 
242 
250 
240 

241 
253 
249 
245 
241 
259 
253 
251 
253 
246 
260 
240 
253 
251 

246 
251 
261 
260 
240 
245 
250 
253 
261 
251 
253 
251 
246 
249 
245 
246 
240 
249 
251 
256 
254 
255 

250 

190 
235 
261 
212 
224 

- 

- 

- 

-wli _*_ ?&XI..- 

Not eligible 
k t O ~ O d 9 t i M S  

not permitted 

1998 
269 * 
265 
210 
264 * 
261 
211 
211 
263 *f* 
262 
261 
255 - 
- 
214 
210 
263 
211 
269 
216 

212 
263 * 
269 * 

- 

Accommodations 
permitted 

1998 
260 * 
265 
269 
264 * 
261 
210 
216 
262 **# 
265 
260 
254 * - - 
215 
210 
262 
216 
270 
21 6 

211 
264 
269 * 

- 

215 1 216 
- - 
263 f" 263 $0- 

266 265 
216 215 
211 211 - - 
- - 
211 210 
211 211 

269 ~ 212 
265 , 266 
261 261 
211 210 
269 260 

212 212 
210 269 * 
268 260 
211 210 
265 261 

- - 

- - 

- - 
251 253 
213 214 
261 * 261 **** 
- - 
*** *** 

2002 
211 
264 
266 
260 
262 

215 
215 
269. 
261 
259 
210 
269 
21 6 
213 
260 
213 
269 
210 
210 

260 
213 
214 
215 
256 
265 
215 
213 
210 
213 
210 
212 
214 
210 
260 
260 
215 
269 
21 6 
214 
214 
269 

260 

- 

- 

- 

I** 

25 1 
213 
21 6 
240 *** 

Information not available II 
kcommodations 

not permitted 

1998 
265 

264 
263 
253 
251 
215 
250 
250 
262 
260 

*** 

- 
- 
*** 
262 
244 
214 

269 

211 
249 
249 
263 

259 
250 
271 
261 

212 
210 

256 
254 

261 

211 * 
210 
249 
261 

I** 

- 

- 

- - 

- 
*I* 

*** 

- 

I** 

- 
234 

211 
t** 

- 

Accommodations 
permitted 

I998 
264 

259 
262 
255 
252 
213 
241 
259 
263 
261 

*** 

- 
- 
*** 
259 
245 
211 

265 

263 
254 
249 
210 

255 
259 
210 
250 

*** 

- 

- 

- 
- 
262 
261 - 
*** 
259 
254 
262 
261 
- 
260 *,** 
211 
255 
260 
111 

- 
234 

210 
*** 

- 

2002 
264 
255 
259 

252 

214 

214 
263 

269 
211 

21 6 
260 
211 

259 
154 

260 
261 

*** 

- 
*** 

*** 

*# 

*It 

- 

$11 

*# 
253 
259 
252 
266 

263 
269 
211 

251 
261 
260 
262 
261 

203 
260 

*** 

*** 

$11 

*** 
- 
210 
*** 
I** 

215 
212 
*I* 

1 4 1  234 233 
- Indicatfer thot the lurisdidion did not participate or did not meet minimum partidpdion guidehn for reporting * Indicotns thot the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines far school podiciiian in 2002. 
* Significantly &rent hm 2002 when only OM juldct im or the nation K bebg examined. 
** Significanlly differat hom 2002 when using a multiple-comporiton procedure based M 1 jurisdictions that partidpoted bolh y e a  
*** Sm& size is imuffident to pennit a reliable ~ t i t ~ t ~ .  

* Results by students' eligibility for hee/reduted-price lunch in (alifon!ja do not include Lor Angdsr 3 Department of Daleme Domnstic Depended Elementmy d Setondory Sthook' Department of Defense Dependents khoolr 
~overrem). 
NOTE: ComppmfNs p e r f m c e  r d t s  my be affeded by chrmges in axdurion rotn for students wijh d d i l i t i s  and iimited b&h pmf~Ient students in the NAfPrmnplns. 
SOURCL US. Department of tdumliorv Institute of Education kiencev Nolional Center for h c d i n  Yotirficv Notional htsessmenl of Ed~~ol i rnd  Rogms (HAW) 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessments 

Notional results thot rue presented far masmments prior to 2002 me based on the notional rmnknot  on augregated dote assessment rmnples. 
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The percentages of students at or above 
the Projiient lcvcl by studcnts’ cligibility for 
free/reduced-price school lunch are pre- 
scnted for participating jurisdictions in 
tables 3.22 and 3.23 for grades 4 and 8 
rcspcctively. The percentage of fourth- 
graders at or abovc Pr@iient incrcased 
since 1998 for both eligble and ineligible 
studcnts in 5 jurisdictions, only for cligiblc 
students in 2 jurisdictions, and only for 
ineligible students in 5 jurisdictions. The 
pcrccntage was lower in 2002 for ineligiblc 
students in 1 jurisdiction. 

The percentage of eighth-graders at or 
above Ptvjbent incrcascd since 1998 for 
both eligible and ineligible students in 1 
jurisdiction, only for eligible students in 4 
jurisdictions, and for incligible studcnts in 1 
jurisdiction. Thc pcrccntage w a s  lowcr in 
2002 for ineligblc students in 1 jurisdiction. 

. 
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Toble 3.22 Percentage of students at  or above Proficient in reading, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 4 public 

r 
II 

Nation (Public) 
Alabamo 
Ariiona 

Arkonsas 
taliiornio * 
Colorodo 

Connecticut 
Delawore 

florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
low0 

Konsas I 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota * 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montano * 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Mexico 
New York I 

North torolina 
North Dakota I 

Ohio 
Oklohoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvonia 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Texas 
Utoh 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington * 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin * 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
Di~triti of Columbia 

DDESS 
. DoDDSj 

Guam 
Virgin Islands 

Tennessee * 

~ccommodations 
not permitted 

1998 
13 
10 
9 
13 
7 
17 
15 
13 * 
12 *,- 
lo * 
9 
- 
- 
22 
21 
15 
10 
25 
12 
15 
14 
18 **** 
10 
16 
24 

9 
20 
13 
12 * 
14 

- 

- 
- 
19 
13 

13 
10 
13 
14 
17 

13 * 
13 *** 
17 
16 
20 

5 
25 
33 . 
8 

- 

- 

- 

Eligible 
Accommodations 

permitted 

1998 
12 * 
1 1  
10 
13 
7 
16 
14 
1 1 *,*' 
12 *a- 

1 1  
9 - 
- 
19 
22 
17 
9 
24 
12 
15 * 
15 
15 *,*I 
9 
16 
23 

9 
19 
12 
13 * 
14 

- 

- 
- 
19 
13 

13 
10 
13 
13 * 
18 

13 
15 
17 
15 
19 

5 
25 
29 

8 

- 

- 

- 

2002 
16 
13 
1 1  
17 
9 

21 
19 
18 
16 
12 
21 
17 
22 
21 
19 
12 
22 
15 
23 
16 
30 
10 
17 
23 
22 
13 

15 
19 
17 
23 
18 
17 
18 
16 
14 
14 
15 
20 
22 
21 
18 
22 
19 

21 

5 
26 
31 

5 
6 

- 

- 

- 

- Indicates that the idd ion did not omlitmote QI did not meel minimum oartitinotion nuideliies 

Not eligible 
kcommodations ' 

not pem'tted 

1998 
39 
38 
33 
32 
30 
40 
55 
31 *," 
33 * 
39 
24 * 
- 
- 
40 
40 
41 
33 
42 
37 

36 ' 
43 
31 
36 
46 

27 
44 
36 
44 
37 *,** 

45 *,- , 

- 

- 
- 
42 
37 

43 
33 
36 
43 
32 

38 * 
37 * 
40 
41 
35 ~ 

33 
38 
38 

- 

- 

- 
*** 

1998 
39 
36 
32 
32 
30 
39 
52 
30 *,** 
31 * 
38 
24 * - 
- 
39 
39 
39 
31 
42 
35 
43 *,** 
35 
43 
30 
36 * 
46 

26 
42 
35 
43 * 
37 *,** 

- 

- 
- 
42 
34 * 

41 
33 * 
36 
43 
32 

37 * 
38 
39 
41 
35 

35 * 
39 
37 

- 

- 

- 
*** 

2002 
41 
35 
32 
38 
37 

51 
44 
39 
39 
29 
42 
41 
41 
43 
40 
37 
42 
39 
56 
39 
41 
29 
43 
45 
43 
27 

35 
50 
47 
39 
42 
38 
42 
45 
44 
39 
34 
39 
39 
46 
46 
43 
37 

38 

23 
41 
36 
1 1  

- 

- 

- 

*** 

re o o rf in a. 

Information not available 1 
kcommodations 
not permitted 

1998 
38 
20 
25 
26 
31 
31 
55 

- 29 
33 

*** 

*** 
- 
- 
30 
49 

27 
37 
24 
37 
23 
37 

38 
34 

27 
30 
27 
34 
35 

*** 

*** 

- 

- 
- 
26 
32 - 

*** 
*** 
9 
16 
33 

27 *,** 
45 * 

29 
33 

22 
35 
32 

4 

- 

*** 

- 

Accommodations 

penoitted 
1998 
33 
22 
22 
23 
33 
28 
54 

30 
29 

*** 

*** 
- 
- 
32 
44 

27 
31 
21 
35 * 
25 
29 

34 
35 

27 
28 
24 
32 
31 

*** 

*** 

- 

- 
- 
25 
30 
- 
*** 
*** 
8 
16 
33 

37 * 
35 

26 
31 

17 
30 
32 

3 

- 

*** 

- 

2002 
30 
32 
29 
18 
21 

53 
61 

24 

38 
47 

- 

*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 
23 
13 
36 
36 
54 
30 
34 
16 
38 *** 
I** 

18 

17 
40 
30 

35 
17 
27 
31 
29 
36 
27 
26 
25 
43 
59 
28 
29 

48 

- 

*** 

- 

*** 
33 
33 *** 
*** 

. -  
I Idicotk thot the iu;irdidion did not m;et one or mcre of the guidehn fcu ;hodplrtic&iin in 2002. 
* Signifitanlly ddferenl hm 2002 when only me judsbctian or the notion is being examined. '' liiifimtly diffuent hom 2002 when lning a multiple-compadmn protedum h d  on oIl Ckhm thd patiidpoted bath yem. 
*" Sample size is imuHidtnt to pennil o reliuble ~ t i i ~ t e .  

2 Department of Defenre Domedic Dependent Ounentpry and Secondmy khoch. 3 Deplrtment of Defense Dependents khook IOVGIWX). 
NOTE tompornfive puformanw rewlts moy be affected by chsgn in exclusion roles for dudcnh with disabibtia and limited Inglish profitient students in the NAAtPsmnpl~~. 
In odditim to dlrming for attommadotiom, Iha attommodatiom~ermitted rndh for notimd public do& ot grade 4 (1998 and 2002) differ slightly from peviou~ reported rerulh for 1998, due to changer in q l e  weighting 
procedum Sea appendix A fw morn detalr 
SOURtt: U.I. Department of Edunlions Indilute of tducotim kienter Noliod (enter fw tducdnn SlottUn NatiDnd Ac~rmcnl of fducalimd hogms (W). 1998 d 2002 Reading hnmmentr 

Notiom1 rerulh lb we presented fof mmenls  pria to 2002 me bared m the nntimd somplb not on aggregated date assessment smpler. 
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Table 3.23 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 8 public 
schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

Motion (Public) 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 1 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Kansas * 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 

Massachusettr 
Maryland 

Michigan 
Minnesota * 
Mississippi 

MiSSOUfl 
Montana * 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York * 
North Carolina 
N o h  Dakota * 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon * 
Pennsyivania 
Rhade Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee * 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington t 
West Virginia 

Wiconsin * 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Samoa 

Distrid of Columbia 
O D E S  
DaDDS 
Guam 

Virgin islands 
- Indiutes that the juridiction did 
# Indicates lhat !he iurisdiction did not 

, 
1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 

34 15 14 17 38 ~ 37 40 
10 10 11  29 30 31 
13 12 12 37 ~ 36 31 29 26 
12 * 12 * 18 29 30 35 29 29 
7 7 1 1  34 34 30 21 22 
12 15 - 37 36 - 24 21 
16 15 17 48 46 45 44 42 
12 1 1  * 16 31 *,** 30 *en 41 25 20 
12 * 1 1  * 17 31 31 37 24 25 
10 10 . 14 33 35 34 31 28 
1 1  12 1 1  22 , 22 26 28 29 

- 37 - - 26 - 
36 - 19 

22 21 19 42 43 45 
18 20 17 38 38 41 24 25 
10 10 13 27 26 33 12 14 

47 . 26 26 27 47 46 42 
1 1  1 1  16 39 39 39 
14 14 18 43 45 49 37 31 

37 
21 20 - 41 41 - 38 31 
10 10 12 29 29 32 18 19 
14 13 19 35 35 39 16 13 
25 27 25 44 45 42 31 38 
- - 24 - 
12 12 1 1  28 * 28 * 22 26 21 
13 16 1 1  33 , 30 31 26 26 
16 14 15 45 ~ 45 45 40 39 
I5 14 19 39 39 40 28 26 
- - 27 - 
- - 24 - 
20 20 18 35 36 36 23 26 
18 20 24 39 40 42 39 36 

- 43 
13 13 17 37 39 38 
9 9 12 31 31 34 16 21 

10 1 1  15 33 35 35 20 20 
28 13 12 16 37 I 36 44 

21 19 21 35 35 36 26 31 
45 

13 13* 20 39 40 43 40 * 36 * 
14 * 13 * 23 37 37 43 33 40 
19 19 20 34 34 36 16 21 

34 16 20 - 38 38 
20 19 23 32 ' 34 34 

6 6 6 25 26 18 
29 31 30 41 43 40 

33 * 
- 13 

*** 35 
I** 

- - 
- - 
*** *** 

- - - 

*** 45 *** 

- - - - - 24 - 

- - - 43 

- - - 37 
- 40 - - 

- - 
*** I** 

- 15 - - 

*** 

- - - - - 22 - 

*** 31 - 
*** 

- - - - - - *** 1 
9 10 

44 38 39 

9 9 

*** *** 

- - 
23 23 37 34 , 

- 
*** *** *** 5 

10 8 7 

meet one or mare of the guidelines for school participation in 2002. 

- - 

not participate ar did nat meet minimum partidpalion guidelines for reporting 

2002 
32 
25 
25 

20 

46 

41 
27 

39 
37 

44 
28 
40 

24 
22 

24 
33 

*** 

- 
*** 

*** 

*** 

*I* 

- 

*** 
I** 

24 
25 
16 
34 

30 
37 
38 

. 20 
30 
35 
30 
31 

56 
35 

*** 

*** 

*** 

*** 
- 
35 
I** 

*** 
41 
39 
I** 

*** 
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Sample Assessment Questions 
and Student Responses 

This chapter presents sample questions and examples of 
student responses from the NAEP 2002 reading assessment. 
The complete reading passages to which the sample 
questions refer are provided in appendix D. Four 
representative questions, including both multiple-choice 
and constructed-response questions, are provided for each 
grade. For each question, both the framework-guided 
reading context and aspect are given. In the case of 
multiple-choice questions, the oval corresponding to the 
correct answer is filled in. Answers to constructed-response 
questions are accompanied by both a summary of the 
scoring criteria used to determine their rating and their 
actual assigned ratings. The student responses presented in 
this section were selected to illustrate how questions were 
scored. Additional passages and questions, as well as 
student performance data, detailed scoring guides, and 
sample student responses from previous NAEP assessments 
are available on the NAEP web site (http://nces.ed.gov/ 
nationsreportcard/itmrls) . 

To indicate how students performed on the sample 
questions, each question included in this chapter is 
accompanied by a table presenting two types of 
performance data: (a) the overall percentage of students 
who answered successfully, and (b) the percentage of 
students who answered successfully within specific score 
ranges on the NAEP reading scale. The score ranges 
correspond to the three achievement level intervals-Basic, 
Prujcient, and Advanced-as well as the range below Basic. 
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The sample questions are also marked on 
the item maps at the end of the chapter. The 
item map location of each multiple choice 
question identifies the scale score at which at 
least 74 percent of the students answered the 
question correctly. The  item map location of 
each constructed-response question indicates 
the scale score at which at least 65 percent of 
the students reached a particular rating level. 

Grade 4 Sample Assessment 
Questions and Results 
Sample questions from the fourth-grade 
reading assessment include two multiple- 
choice, one short constructed-response, and 
one extended constructed-response question. 

Information about the context and aspect 
of reading for each question shows how the 
item fits into the framework. 

The fourth-grade reading comprehension 
questions presented here were based on the 
short story, “The Box in the Barn,” by 
Barbara Fxkfield Connor. Jason, the story’s 
main character, learns a lesson about the risks 
of snooping when he accidentally lets loose a 
puppy he believes to be his sister‘s birthday 
present. After a day ofworry and guilt, Jason 
is relieved and excited to learn that his father 
has rescued the puppy, which turns out to be 
a surprise gift for the boy. 

Sample question 1 (multiple-choice) 

In sample question 1, students were asked to choose an answer that explains the 
character‘s motivation. This item was easy for the students, with 77 percent of fourth- 
graders choosing the correct answer. This question appears on the item map at 
scale score 208. 

When Megan spoke to Jason in the tall weeds, she was concerned that 

CD she wouldn’t get enough presents 

~ a ,  her dad wouldn’t get back in time for the party 

something was wrong with Jason 

CD the puppy was missing from the box 

Reading Context: Reading Aspect: 
Reading for Literary Experience Developing Interpretation 

Table 4.1 Percentage scored correct for multiple-choice sample question 1, by achievement level range, grade 4: 2002 

O v a d  percentage &bw Bask At Bask At Proficient At A d v d  
COW& 207 01 below’ 208-237’ 238-267’ 268 01 above’ 

77 40 07 96 99 
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In sample question 2, students were asked to identify dialogue that illustrates a 
character’s feelings within the story. Sixty percent of fourth-graders answered this 
question correctly. This question appears on the item map at scale score 241. 

What does Megan say in the story that shows how she felt about 
Jason’s getting a gift on her birthday? 

CD “Jason, Jason, I’m six years old.” 

CD “Are you ok?” 

o “Let’s see what Dad wants.” 

“Isn’t he wonderful, Jason?” 

Reading Context: Reading Aspect: 
Reading for Literary Experience Examining Content and Structure 

Table 4.2 Percentage scored correct for multiple-choice sample question 2, by achievement level range, grade 4 2002 

I wrsobngtonpoulesdedsrmp 
SWRE U S  Deportmcnld~cakn,lmMuleoIE&cdutohon~sr, NahDnd(cnlaria~xohonYohrla,WdmdArwIwnanlofEdumtmdR~~(HAEP), 
2002RmdngAoarmenl 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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This sample question asked students to demonstrate understanding of the story by 
predicting how one character might respond to a hypothetical situation. Responses 
to this question were scored as “Acceptable” or “Unacceptable.” Nearly twc-thirds 
of fourth-graders’ responses were rated “Acceptable.” This question appears on the 
item map at scale score 220. 

If the box had been empty when Jason opened it at  the party, what 
would Jason most likely have said? Give examples from the story 
that support your answer. 

Reading Context: 
Reading for Literary Experience 

104 C H A P T E R  4 N A E P  2 0 0 2  R E A D I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  

Reading Aspect: 
Examining Content and Structure 



Table 4.3 Percentoge scored "Acceptoble" for short constructed-response sample question 3, by achievement level 
range, grade 4: 2002 

Sample "Acceptable" Response 

Responses scored "Accepto ble" gave story-related evidence to support the student's reasoning. 
In this sample answer, the student notes that Jason seemed to be an honest boy. 

If the box had been empty when Jason opened i t  at the party, what 
would Jason most likely have said? Give examples from the story 
that support your answer. 

C H A P T E R  4 N A E P  2 0 0 2  R E A D I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  105 



Sample question 4 assessed students' ability to understand character development 
by recognizing the different feelings presented in the story and the causes of those 
feelings. Answers to this question were scored with a four-level rating as "Extensive," 
"Essential," "Partial," or "Unsatisfactory." Students found this question somewhat 
difficult, with only 48 percent of fourthgraders scoring "Essential" or better. An 
"Essential" or better response to this item maps at the scale score 245. 

From when Jason got up in the morning until he went to bed that 
night, his feelings changed as different things happened. Describe 
three different feelings that Jason had and explain what made him 
have those feelings. 

Reading Context: Reading Aspect: 
Reading for Literary Experience Developing Interpretation 
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Table 4.40 Percentage scored "Essential" or better for extended constructed-response sample question 4, 
by achievement level range, grade 4 2002 

oveml centage Bdow Bcrsic At Bask At Proficient At Advanced 
'%>at h e r  207 01 below' 208-237' 238-267' 268 or pbove' 

48 17 46 70 88 

I ~reobngtocrpaulewdtrmpe 
SOURCE U S Depalmenloftdumhon,lmMuleoltdutohonSwn~, Hafloml(enlerfatdutJtohonSlatal~u, NotmdArreMlmlof E~KndRogmlHAEPl, 
2002 Reodng Assesnnml 

Sample "Essential" Response 

The following response i s  rated "Essential" because i t  identifies different feelings Jason experienced 
in response to changing events over the course of the day. 

From when Jason got up in the morning until he went to bed that 
night, his feelings changed as different things happened. Describe 
three different feelings that Jason had and explain what made him 
have those feelings. 
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Table 4.4b Percentage scored "Extensive" far extended constructed-response sample question 4, 
by achievement level range, grade 4 2002 

238-267l 268 w above' 

Sample "Extensive" Response 

The following sample response is rated "Extensive" because it not only discusses three different 
feelings Jason had during the day, but also explains causes for each particular feeling, thereby 
demonstrating an in-depth understanding of Jason's character. 

From when Jason got up in the morning until he went to bed that 
night, his feelings changed as different things happened. Describe 
three different feelings that Jason had and explain what made him 
have those feelings. 
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Grade 8 Sample Assessment 
Questions and Results 
Sample questions from the eighth-grade 
reading assessment include two multiple- 
choice questions, one short constructed- 
response question, and one extended 
constructed-response question. 

These eighth-grade reading comprehension 
questions were based on “The Sharebots,” by 
Carl Zimmer. This article explains the work 
of a Brandeis University computer scientist, 
Maya Mataric, who programmed her “Nerd 
Herd,” a squad of 14 small robots, to 
socialize and cooperate for efficient task 
management. 

Sample question 5 asked students to choose the statement of author‘s purpose for 
the article. With an overall percentage correct of 82, this sample question was quite 
easy for the eighth3rade students taking the assessment. This question appears on 
the item map at scale score 243. 

The main purpose of the article is to describe how robots can be 
programmed to 

CB locate metal pucks 

work with each other 

o recharge their own batteries 

a perform five basic behaviors 

Reading Contexl: 
Reading for Information 

Reading Aspect: 
Forming a General Understanding 

Table 4.5 Percentage scored correct for multiple-choice sample question 5, by achievement level range, grade 8 2002 

Bekw b& At k k  At Proficient At Advmed 
242 01 below’ 243-280‘ 281-322‘ 323 or above‘ 

ov~perceatogr 
c o r f ~  
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This sample question i s  a vocabulary item asking students to use contextual clues to 
determine the meaning of a word. Students taking the assessment found this item of 
average difficulty, with 57 percent of them answering this question correctly. This 
question appears on the item map at  scale score 303. 

The following sentence appears in the next-to-last paragraph of the article: 

"With this simple social contract, the robots needed only 15 minutes 
of practice to become altruistic. 

Based on how the word is used in the article, which of the following best 
describes what it means to be altruistic? 

a To engage in an experiment 

(. To provide assistance to others 

o To work without taking frequent breaks 

@> To compete with others for the highest score 

Reading Context: 
Reading for Information 

Reading Aspect: 
Developing Interpretation 

Table 4.6 Percentage scored correct for multiple-choice sample question 6, by achievement level range, grade 8 2002 

O v d  percentage Be& Bus& At Bask At Proficient At Advanced 
conect 242 or below' 243-280' 281-322' 323 or above' 

51 41 51 73 91 

I k%.PrsobngmnpQlleudrmp 
SOURE US Depomwn~dtdu~,lmk~softduc~Stmrrcr,NIlhondCmlufoctduc~Ilohrta, WoflmdAsvMvnlof~hmdRogrm[WEP), 
2002 Rmliylnarmml 
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Do you think “The Sharebots” is a good title for this article? 
Explain why or why not, using information from the article. 

Sample question 7 (short constructed-response) 

Reading Context: 
Reading for Information 

Reading Aspect: 
Forming a General Understanding 

1 .. .. 
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Table 4.7 Pertentoge scored “Full Comprehension” for short constructed-response somple question 7, 
by achievement level ronge, grade 8: 2002 

Bekw Bask At BmU At P r o h r  At Ahmd 
201-322‘ 323 or dove’ 

owml percentage 
”Ful Comprhsian” 242 or bebw’ 243-280’ 

40 16 37 60 02 

Sample ”Full Comprehension” Response 

The following sample response reflects “Full Comprehension” because it offers appropriate 
evidence from the article directly supporting the idea that the robots shared information. 

Do you think “The Sharebots” is a good title for this article? 
Explain why or why not, using information from the article. 
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This sample question required students to connect information from the text with their 
own background knowledge in order to compare and contrast the collaborative. 
efforts of humans and sharebots. Reponses to this item were scored with a four-level 
rating: "Extensive," "Essential," "Partial," or "Unsatisfactory." About half of the eighth- 
graders assessed provided responses rated as "Essential" or better. The "Extensive" 
response to this question appears on the item map at scale score 400. 

Describe the similarities and differences between the way people 
work together and the way sharebots work together. Use examples 
from the article and from your own experiences in your description. 

Reading Context: Reading Aspect: 
Reading for Information Making Readerflext Connections 

C H A P T E R  4 N A E P  2 0 0 2  R E A D I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  1 1 3  



Table 4-80 Percentage scored "Essential" or better for extended constructed-response sample question 8, 
by achievement level range, grade 8 2002 

owrdl BebwBoSic Athsic At Profideat At A k e d  
"Esnat$%& 242orbrbw' 243-280' 281-322' 323 OI&VB' 

Sample "Essential" Response 

This sample answer is rated "Essential" because it uses information from the text to describe 
differences between sharebots and humans. 

Describe the similarities and differences between the way people 
work together and the way sharebots work together. Use examples 
froin the article and from your own experiences in your description. 
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Table 4.81 Percentage scored "Extensive" for extended constructed-response sample question 8, 
by achievement level range, grade 8 2002 

oveml permtoga B e k W  Bask At&lsk At Proficient AtAdvmd 
"Extensive" 242 or below' 243-200' 281-322' 323 w above' 

Sample "Extensive" Response 

This sample answer i s  rated "Extensive" because it compares and contrasts humans and sharebots 
by offering information that goes beyond isolated behaviors. 

Describe the similarities and differences between the way people 
work together and the way sharebots work together. Use examples 
from the article and from your own experiences in your description. 
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Grade 1 2 Sample Assessment 
Questions and Results 
Sample questions from the twelfth-grade 
reading assessment include one multiple- 
choice, two short constructed-response, and 
one extended constructed-response question. 

questions presented here were based on 

“Address to the Broadcasting Industry,” by 
Newton Minow. This selection is the text of 
Newton Minow’s 1961 speech to the 
National Association of Broadcasters, giving 
examples to support his indictment of 
American television programming as “a vast 

The twelfth-grade reading comprehension wasteland.” 

Sample question 9 (multiple-choice) 

In sample question 9, students were asked to choose the answer that best describes 
the kind of support Newton Minow used to defend his position. About threequarters 
of the twelfthgraders assessed chose the correct answer for this item. This question 
appears on the item map as scale score 290. 

Mr. Minow mainly supported his position with 

0 personal opinions 

OD rating statistics 

a recommendations from advertisers 

a newspaper articles 

Reading Context: 
Reading for Information 

Reading Aspect: 
Examining Content and Structure 

Table 4.9 Percentage scored correct for multiple-choice sample question 9, by achievement level range, grade 12: 2002 
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Sample question 10 required students to link information across parts of the 
text to show their understanding of ways to resolve the problems in children’s pro- 
gramming. This item was scored with a threelevel rating: evidence of “Full Com- 
prehension,” evidence of “Partial or Surface Comprehension,” or evidence of “Little 
or No Comprehension.” 

M o r e  than ha l f  of twel f th-graders p rov ided  responses that ref lected 
“Full Comprehension.” This question appears on the item map at scale score 291. 

According to Mr. Minow, how might the problems in children’s 
programming be solved? 

Reading Context: 
Reading for Information 

Reading Aspect: 
Developing Interpretation 
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Table 4.10 Percentage scored "Full Comprehension" for short constructed-response sample question 10, 
by achievement level range, grade 12: 2002 

Sample "Full Comprehension" Response 

This sample answer is  scored "Full Comprehension" because it demonstrates insight into the 
different problems affecting children's programming and supplies at least one example from 
Minow's speech. 

According to Mr. Minow, how might the problems in children's 
programming be solved? 
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This sample question measured students’ ability to link information from across the 
text in order to explain Minow’s meaning of “a vast wasteland.” Answers to this 
question were scored with a threelevel rating: evidence of “Full Comprehension,” 
evidence of “Partial or Surface Comprehension,“ or evidence of “Little or No Com- 
prehension.” This was a difficult item for the students, with 27 percent earning 
“Full Comprehension.” This question appears on the item map at scale score 336. 

Why did Mr. Minow refer to television as “a vast wasteland”? 
Give an example from the speech to support your answer. 

Reading Context: 
Reading for Information 

Reading Aspect: 
Developing Interpretation 
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Table 4.1 1 Percentage scored "Full Comprehension" for short constructed-response sample question 1 1, 
by achievement level range, grade 1 2  2002 

Bekw Bark At Bask At Proficient At Advanced 
302-342' 346 M above' 

ovdpercentage 
"Ful COmprokaRsion" 264 M bebwl 265-301' 

27 5 22 43 63 

Sample "Full Comprehension" Response 

The following sample response i s  rated "Full Comprehension" because i t  demonstrates a clear under- 
standing of Minow's concern and provided a supporting example from the speech. 

Why did Mr. Minow refer to television as "a vast wasteland"? 
Give an example from the speech to support your answer. 
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Sample question 12 asked students to use their own knowledge to judge the relevance 
of Minow's critique of contemporary television programming. This question was 
scored with a four-level rating as "Essential," "Partial," or 
"Unsatisfactory." Students found this question fairly difficult, with 36 percent of their 
responses rated as "Essential" or higher. This question appears on the item map at 
scale score 387 for "Extensive" responses. 

, Imagine that Mr. Minow is preparing to deliver another address to 
the broadcasting industry. Would his original speech apply just as 
well to television programming today? Explain why or why not. 

Reading Context: 
Reading for Information 

Reading Aspect: 
Making Readernext Connections 

. , .. .. 

$37 
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Table 4.1 2a Percentage scored "Essential" or better for extended constructed-response sample question 12, 
by achievement level range, grade 12: 2002 

Sample "Essential" Response 

This sample answer is rated "Essential" because it demonstrates a clear understanding of a major 
issue from the speech and generally relates that issue to present day  television programming. 

Imagine that Mr. Minow is preparing to deliver another address to 
the broadcasting industry. Would his original speech apply just as 
well to television programming today? Explain why or why not. 
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Tubk 4. i 2b Percentage scored "Extensive" for extended constructed-response sample question 12, 
by achievement level range, grade 12: 2002 

B e h  Bark At &a& At Proficient At Advmed 
264 or bebw' 265-301' 302-345' 346 or dove' 

hflporcsntose 
Extensive" 

10 1 6 17 40 

I Wrsodngronpavleddermg 
SOURCE U 5 DepPllmnl of Ehhon, ImMule of Ekxohan hares, N d  (enk for Eknhm Slobla, Ndmd AsreMlaf of Educofmd Props (HnEF'). 
2w2 R e d y  h m l  

Sample "Extensive" Response 

This sample answer is  rated "Extensive" because it demonstrates in-depth understanding of major 
issues from Minow's speech and specifically relates those issues to present-day television programming. 

Imagine that Mr. Minow is preparing to deliver another address to 
the broadcasting industry. Would his original speech apply just as 
well to television programming today? Explain why or why not. 
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Maps of Selected Item 
Descriptions on the NAEP 
Reading Scale- 
Grades 4,8, and 12 
Item maps showing the description of 
particular items at the position along the 
NAEP reading composite scale where they 
are most likely to be successfully answered 
provide an illustration of the reading 
performance of fourth-, eighth- and 
twelfth-graders.' Descriptions of questions 
on the item map focus on the reading skills 
or abilities needed to answer the questions. 
For multiple-choice questions, the descrip- 
tion indicates the comprehension demon- 
strated when students select the correct 
option. For constructed-response questions, 
the description indicates the degree of 
comprehension specified at different levels 
of the scoring criteria for that question. 
An examination of the descriptions may 
provide insight into the range of compre- . 
hension processes demonstrated by fourth-, 
eighth-, and twelfih-grade students. 

For each question indicated on the map, 
students whose average scale scores fell at or 
above the scale point had a higher probabil- 
ity of successfully answering the question, 
while students whose average scale scores fell 
at or below that scale point had a lower 
probability of successfully answering that 
question. The map indicates the point at 
which individual comprehension questions 
were answered successfully by at least 65 
percent of the students for constructed- 
response questions, or by at least 74 percent 

of the students for multiple-choice ques- 
t iom2 For example, if a multiple-choice 
question, like the grade 4 sample question 1 
on Table 4.1, maps at 208 on the scale, 
fourth-grade students with an average score 
of 208 or more have at least a 74 percent 
chance of answering this question correctly. 
In other words, out of every 100 students 
who scored at or above 208, at least 74 
answered this question correctly. Although 
students scoring above the scale point have a 
higher probability of successfully answering 
the question, it does not mean that every 
student at or above 208 always answered this 
question correctly, nor does it mean that 
students below 208 always answered the 
question incorrectly. The item maps are 
useful indicators of higher or lower probabil- 
ity of successfully answering the question 
depending on students' overall ability as 
measured by the NAEP scale. 

by item maps, it is important to be aware 
that the descriptions are based on compre- 
hension questions that relate to specific 
reading passages. It is possible that questions 
intended to assess the same aspect ofcompre- 
hension, when referring to different passages, 
would map at different points on the scale. 
In fact, one NAEP study found that even 
identically worded questions may be easier 
or harder when associated with different 
passages, suggesting that the difficulty of a 
question is related to its interaction with a 
particular passage? 

When considering information provided 

For details on die procedures used to develop item maps, see Men, N. R., Donogliue, J. R, and Schoeps, T L 
(1998). Thc N A E P  Technical Report. Washgton, D C  US. Department of Education, Office of Educational 
Research and Improveinat, National Center for Education Statistics. 
The probability convention is set higher (at 74 percent) for multiple-choice questions to correct for the possibility 
of answering correctly by guessing. 
Campell, J. R., atid Donahe, P. I,. (1997). Stuhntr Selecting Stonis: The EJectr of Choice in Rrudnl Assessment. 
Washugton, D C  U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvemat, National 
Center for Education Statistics. 
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Figure 4.1 Map of selected item descriptions on the NAEP reading scale, grade 4: 2002 
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Figure 4.2 Map of selected item descriptions on the NAEP reading stale, grade 8: 2002 
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Figure 4.3 Map of selected item descriptions on the NAEP reading scale, grade 12: 2002 
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Appendix A 

Overview of Procedures Used for the 
NAEP 2002 Reading Assessment 

This appendix provides an overview of the NAEP 2002 
reading assessment's primary components-framework, 
development, ahnistration, scoring, and analysis. A more 
extensive review of the procedures and methods used in 
the reading assessment will be included in the assessment 
procedures sections of the NAEP web site (http:// 
nces. ed.gov/nationsreportcard). 

The NAEP 2002 Reading Assessment 
The National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB), 
created by Congress in 1988, is responsible for formulating 
policy for N m P .  NAGB is specifically charged with 
developing assessment objectives and test specifications. 
The design of the NAEP 2002 readmg assessment follows 
the pdelines first provided in the framework developed 
for the 1992 assessment.' The framework underlying the 
1992, 1994, 1998, 2000 (fourth grade only), and 2002 
reading assessments reflects the expert opinions of 
educators and researchers about readmg. Its purpose is to 
present an overview of the most essential outcomes of 
students' reading education. The development of this 
framework and the specifications that guided the 
development of the assessment involved the critical input 
of hundreds of indwiduals across the country, includmg 
representatives of national education organizations, 
teachers, parents, policymakers, business leaders, and the 
interested general public. The framework development 

' National Assessmeut Goveruiug Board. (2002). Reading Framervorkjar bs 2003 Nutiowl 
Assessment bf Educational Progress. Washugton, DC Author. 
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process was managed by the Council of 
Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) for 
NAGB. 

The framework sets forth a broad defini- 
tion of “rcading litcracy”4evcloping a 
general understanding of written text, 
thinking about tcxt in different ways, and 
using a variety of tcxt types for different 
purposes. In addition, the framework vicws 
reading as an interactive and constructivc 
process involving the reader, the text, and 
thc context of thc reading experience. For 
example, readers may read stories to enjoy 
and appreciate the human experience, study 
science texts to form new hypotheses about 
knowledge, or use maps to gain informa- 
tion about spccific places. NAEP rcflccts 
current definitions of literacy by differenti- 
ating among three contexts for rcading and 
four aspects of reading. Contexts for 
reading and aspccts of reading makc up the 
foundation of the NAEP reading asscss- 
ment. 

Thc ‘(contcxts for reading” dimcnsion of 
thc NAEP reading framework providcs 
guidance for the types of texts to bc 
included in tlic asscssmcnt. Although many 
commonalities exist among the different 
reading texts, they do lead to real diffcr- 
eiices in what readers do. For example, 
when reading for hteraty expen’ence, readers 
make complex, abstract summaries, and 
identify major themes. They describe the 
intcrxtions of various literary elements 
(c.g., setting, plot, characters, and theme). 
W e n  reading for infoolmation, readers criti- 
cally judge the form and content of thc tcxt 
and explain their judgments. They also look 
for spccific pieces of information. When 
reading topefom a task, readers search 
quickly for specific pieces of information. 

130 A P P E N D I X  A N A E P  2 0 0 2  R E A D I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  

The “aspects of reading” dimension of 
the NAEP reading framework provides 
guidance for the types of comprehension 
questions to be included in the asscssment. 
The four aspects are 1) formzng agenera,! 
understanding, 2) developing intetpretation, 
3) making readerltext connections, and 4) 
examining content and sttuctun. These four 
aspccts rcprcscnt different ways in which 
readers develop understanding of a text. In 

forming a genera,! understanding, readers must 
consider the text as a whole and provide a 
global understanding of it. As readers 
engage in deuehping interpretation, they must 
cxtcnd initial imprcssions in order to 
dcvelop a more complete Understanding of 
what was read. This involves linking 
information across parts of a text or 
focusing on spccific information. When 
making readerltext connections, the reader 
must connect information in the text with 
knowledge and experience. This might 
include applying ideas in the text to the real 
world. Finally, examining content and structure 
requires critically evaluating, comparing 
and contrasting, and understanding the 
cffcct of different tcxt featurcs and autlio- 
rial devices. 

Figure A.l dcmonstrates thc relationship 
between these reading contexts and aspects 
of reading in the NAEP reading asscss- 
mcnt. Included in the figure are sample 
questions that illustratc how cach aspcct of 
reading is assessed within cach reading 
context. (Note that reading to perform a 
task is not assessed at gradc 4.) 



Figure 8.1 Sample NAEP questions, by aspects of reading and contexts for reading specified in the reading framework ' 

Making 
readedtext connections Context for Reading 

Reading for literary 
experience 

Examining 
content and structure 

Reading for information 

Reading to perform a task 

Forming a 
general understanding 

Mot is the 
sfory/plot ubout? 

Mot point is the author 
making ubout this topic? 

Mot time cun you get 
u nonstop flight to X? 

Developing 
interpretation 

How did this churucier 
chunge from the 
beginning to the end of 
the story? 

Whut mused this change? 

Mot other charucier 
thut you hove reud 
about had u sirnilor 
problem? 

Whot other event in 
history or recent new is 
similur to this one? 

Whut is the mood of this 
story und how does the 
uuthor use lunguuge to 
uchieve it? 

Is this uuthor biused? 
Support your answer 
with informution ubout 
this uriicle. 

Whut must you do before 
step 3? 

Describe a situation in 
which you would omit 
step I? 

Is the informotion in this 
brochure easy to use? 

The assessment framework specifics not 
only the particular dimensions of reading 
literacy to be measured, but also the 
percentage of assessment questions that 
should be devoted to each. The target 
percentage distribution for contexts of 
reading and aspects of reading as specified 
in the framework, along with the actual 
percentage distribution in the assessment, 
are presented in tables A.1 and A.2. 

The actual content of thc assessment 
has varied from the targeted distribution, 
with reading for literary experience falling 
below the target proportions and reading 
for information falling above the target 
proportions specified in the framework. 
The reading instrument development panel 
overseeing the development of the assess- 
ment recognized this variance but felt 
strongly that assessment questions must be 
sensitive to the unique elements of the 
authentic reading materials being used. 
Thus, the distribution of question classifi- 
cations will vary across reading passages 
and reading purposes. 
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Table A.l Target and actual percentage distribution of questions, by context for reading, grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 

Target 

Actual 

Target 

Actual 

Context for Reading I 
Reading for Reading for Reading to 

literary experience information perform a tosk 

55 

50 
45 t 
50 t 

40 40 P 
27 43 30 

Target 35 45 P 
Actual 24 49 27 

Table A.2 Target and actual percentage distribution of questions, by aspect of reading, grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 

Aspect of Reoding I 
Forming a general Making Examining 
understanding/ readedtext content and 

Developing interpretation connections structure 

Torget &I 15 25 

Actual 59 18 24 

Target 55 15 30 
Actual 51 18 28 

Target 50 15 35 

Actual 52 18 31 
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The Assessment Design 
Each student who participated in the 
reading assessment rcccived a booklet 
containing threc or four sections: a set of 
general background questions, a set of 
subject-specific background questions, and 
one or two sets of questions assessing 
students’ comprehension of a text or texts. 
The sets of questions assessing students’ 
comprehension are referred to as “blocks.” 
Each block contains one or more reading 
passages and a sct of comprehcnsion 
questions. At grades 8 and 12, students 
were given either two 25-minute blocks or 
one 50-minute block. At grade 4, howevcr, 
only 25-minute blocks were used. 

The blocks contain a combination of 
multiple-choicc and constructed-response 
questions. Multiple-choice questions 
requirc studcnts to sclect the best answcr 
from a set of four options. Constructed- 
response questions require students to 
provide their own written response to an 
open-ended question. Short constructed- 
responsc questions may require a response 
of only a sentence or two for the answer to 
be considered complctc. Extended con- 
structed-response questions, however, may 
require a response of a paragraph or more 
for the answcr to receive full crcdit. Each 
constructed-response question has its own 
unique scoring guide that is uscd by trained 
scorers to rate students’ responses. (See the 
“Data Collection and Scoring” section of 
this appendix.) 

Thc grade 4 asscssmcnt consisted of 
eight 25-minute blocks: four blocks of 
“literary” texts and questions and four 
blocks of “informativc” texts and ques- 
tions. Each block contained at least one 
passage corresponding to one of the 
contexts for reading and 9-12 multiple- 

choice and constructed-response questions. 
In each block, one of the constructed- 
response questions required an extended 
response. As a whole, the 2002 fourth- 
grade asscssmcnt Consisted of 49 muluple- 
choice questions, 45 short constructed- 
rcsponse questions, and 8 extended con- 
structed-response questions. 

The grade 8 asscssment consisted of 
ninc 25-minute blocks (threc literary, thrcc 
informative, and three task) and one 50- 
minute block (informativc). Each block 
contained at least one passage correspond- 
ing to one of the contexts for reading and 8 
to 13 multiple-choice and constructed- 
response questions. Each block contained 
at least one cxtcndcd constructed-response 
quesuon. As a whole, the eighth-grade 
assessmcnt consistcd of 58 multiplc-choicc 
qucstions, 68 short constructcd-response 
questions, and 15 atended constructed- 
response questions. 

The grade 12 assessment consisted of 
ninc 25-minute blocks (thrcc literary, thrcc 
informative, and threc task) and two 50- 
minute blocks (informative). The blocks 
Contained at least onc passage and 8 to 16 
multiple-choice and constructed-response 
questions. Each block containcd at least 
one extended constructed-response ques- 
tion. As a whole, the twelfth-grade assess- 
ment contained 40 multiplc-choice ques- 
tions, 61 short constructed-response 
questions, and 13 extended constructed- 
response questions. 

The assessment design allowed maxi- 
mum coverage of rcading abilities at each 
grade, while minimizing the time burden for 
any onc student. This was accomplished 
through the use of matrix sampling of 
items in which representative samples of 
students took various portions of the cntire 
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pool of assessment questions. Individual 
students arc rcquircd to take only a small 
portion, but the aggregate results across the 
cntirc assessmcnt allow for broad rcporting 
of rcading abilities for thc targctcd 
population. 

In addition to matrix sampling, the 
asscssment design utilized a procedurc for 
distributing blocks across booklets that 
controlled for position and context cffects. 
Students receive different blocks of pas- 
sages and comprchcnsion qucstions in their 
booklets according to a procedure called 
“Partially balanced incomplete block 
(PBIB) spiraling.” This procedure assigned 
blocks of questions in a manner that 
balanccd thc positioning of blocks across 
booklets and balanced the pairing of blocks 
within booklets according to context for 
rcading. Blocks were balanccd within cach 
context for rcading and wcre partially 
balanced across contcxts for reading. The 
spiraling aspect of this procedure cycles the 
booklcts for administration so that, typi- 
cally, only a few students in any assessment 
session receive the same booklet. 

In addition to thc student asscssmcnt 
booklets, three other instruments provided 
data relating to the assessmcnt-a teacher 
questionnaire, a school questionnaire, and a 
questionnaire for students with disabilities 
and limited English proficicnt students 
(SD/LEP). The teacher questionnaire was 
administered to tcachcrs of fourth- and 
eighth-gradc students participating in the 
assessment and included four scctions. The 
first scction focused on tcachcr’s back- 
ground; the second section on instruction; 
thc third section on profcssional devclop- 
ment; and the fourth section on standards 
and assessment. 

The school questionnaire was given to 
the principal or other administrator in cach 
participating school and included questions 
relatcd to school policics, pzograms, and 
the composition and background of the 
student body. 

Thc SD/LEP questionnaire was com- 
plctcd by a school staff member knowl- 
cdgcablc about tliosc studcnts who wcre 
selected to participate in the assessment 
and who were identified as having an 
Individualizcd Education Program (IEP) or 
equivalent plan, or being limited English 
proficient (LEP). An SD/LEP question- 
naire was completed for each identified 
student regardless of whether the student 
participated in the asscssment. Each SD/ 
LEP questionnaire asked about the student 
and the special programs in which he or shc 
participatcd. 

NAEP Samples 
kPiQ€Qa8 hRWg98e 

The national results presented in this 
report are based on nationally representa- 
tive probability samplcs of fourth-, eighth-, 
and twelfth-grade students. At grades 4 and 
8, the national samplc in 2002 was a subset 
of the cornbincd samplc of studcnts 
assessed in cach participating state, plus an 
additional sample from thc states that did 
not participate in the state assessment as 
wcll as a privatc school sample. This 
represents a change from previous assess- 
ments in which the national and state 
samplcs werc indcpcndcnt. At grade 12, the 
sample was chosen using a stratified two- 
stage design that involved sampling stu- 
dents from selected schools (public and 
nonpublic) across the country. 
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Each selected school that participated in 
the assessment and each student assessed 
represents a portion of the population of 
interest. Sampling weights are needed to 
make valid inferences between the student 
samples and the respective populations 
from which they were drawn. Sampling 
weights account for disproportionate 
representation due to the oversampling of 
students who attend schools with high 
concentrations of Black and/or Hispanic 
students and students who attend 
nonpublic schools. Among other uses, 
sampling weights also account for lower 
sampling rates for very small schools and 
arc used to adjust for school and student 
nonresponse.' 

Unlike the 1998 and 2000 national 
assessments, which featured the collection 
of data from samples of students where 
assessment accommodations for special- 
needs students were not permitted and 
from samples of students where accommo- 
dations for special-needs students were 
permitted, the 2002 national assessment 
has only samples of students where accom- 
modations were permitted. NAEP inclu- 
sion rules were applied, and accommoda- 
tions were offered when a student had an 
Individualized Education Program (IEP) 
because of a disability, was protected under 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973' because of disability and/or was 
identified as being a limited English profi- 
cient student (LEP); all other students 
were asked to participate in the assessment 
under standard conditions. Prior to 1998, 
testing accommodations (e.g., extended 
time, small group testing) were not permit- 
ted for special-needs students selected 
to participate in the NMCP reading 
assessments. 

Table A.3 shows the number of students 
included in the national samples for the 
NAEP reading assessments at each grade 
level. The 2002 reading assessment has 
only the sample of students in which 
accommodations were permitted. For the 
1998 and 2000 assessments, the table 
includes the number of students in the 
sample in which accommodations were not 
permitted and the number of students in 
the sample in which accommodations were 
permitted. The table shows that the same 
non-SD and/or non-LEP students were 
included in both samples; only the SD and/ 
or LEP students differed between the kvo 
samples. The 1992 and 1994 design dif- 
fered from more recent assessment years in 
that the SD and/or LEP students were 
assessed in standard conditions and accom- 
modations were not permitted. 

Addtional details regarding h e  design and structure of the national and state samples will be included in die 
teclluical documentation section of the NAEP web site at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsrepottcard. 
Sectioii 501 of the Rehabdtatioii Act of 1973 is a civil rights law designed to prolibit discrimination on the basis 
of disability hi programs aid activities, LichidLig education, that receive federal financial assistance. 

A P P E N D I X  A N A E P  2 0 0 2  R E A D I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  135 



Table A.3 Number of students assessed, by sample type, special needs status and accommodation option, 
grades 4,8, and 12 public and non public schools: 1992-2002 

Totol students assessed 

Non-SD/LEP' 
students assessed 

SD/LEP' students 
assessed without 
accommodations 

SD/LEP' students 
assessed with 

accommodations 

Totol students assessed 

Non-SD/lEP' 
students assessed 

SD/LEP' students 
assessed without 
actommodations 

SD/LEP' students 
assessed with 

accommodations 

Total students assessed 

Non-SD/lEP' 
students assessed 

SD/lEP' students 
assessed without 
actommodations 

SD/lEP' students 
assessed with 

actommodations 

1992 
Actammodotions 

not permitted 
sample 

6,314 

6,051 

263 

t 

9,464 

9,184 

280 

t 

9,856 

9,126 

130 

t 

1994 
,ctommodotions 
not permitted 

sample 

7,382 

6,783 

599 

t 

10,135 

9,616 

459 

t 

9,935 

9,646 

289 

t 

1998 
mnmdofionr Actommodation! 
not permitted permitted 

sample sample 

7,672 7,812 

1,232 

440 41 3 

t 161 

11,051 11,193 

10,309 

142 678 

t 206 

12,675 12,760 

12,112 

563 532 

t 116 

2000 
kcommdotions Accommodation 

not permitted permitted 
sample sample 

7,914 8,074 

7,484 

430 476 

t 114 

kcommodations 
permitted 
sample 

140,487 

122,721 

11,913 

5,853 

115,176 

102,174 

8,598 

4,404 

14,124 

13,784 

673 

267 
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Table A.4 provides a summary of the 
2002 national school and studcnt participa- 
tion rates for the reading assessment 
sample. Participation rates are presented 
for public and nonpublic schools both 
individually and combined. The first rate is 
the weighted percentage of schools partici- 
pating in the assessment before subsbtution 
of demographically similar s c h o ~ l s . ~  This 
rate is based only on the number of schools 
that were initially selected for the assess- 
ment. The numerator of this rate is the sum 
of the number of students represented by 
each initially selected school that partici- 
pated in the assessment. The denominator 
is thc sum of tlic number of students 
represented by each of the initially selected 
schools that had grade-eligiblc students 
cnrollcd. 

The second school participation rate is 
the weighted participation rate after substi- 
tution. The numerator ofthis rate is the 
sum of the number of students represented 
by each of the participating schools, 
whether originally selected or selected as a 
substitute for a school that chose not to 
participate. The denominator is the sum of 
the estimated number of students repre- 
sentcd by cach of the initially selcctcd 
schools that had eligble students enrolled 
(this is the same as that for the weighted 
parbcipation ratc for thc samplc of schools 
before substitution). The denominator for 
these two rates is an estimate of the 
number of students eligble for the assess- 

ment, from all schools in the nation with 
eligible students enrolled. Because of the 
common denominators, the weighted 
participation rate after substitution is at 
least as great as the weighted participation 
rate before substitution. 

-Also presented in table A.4 are weighted 
studcnt participation ratcs. Thc numerator 
of this rate is the sum of the number of 
students that each student represents 
(across all students assessed in either an 
initial session or a makeup session). The 
denominator of this rate is the sum of the 
number of students represented in the 
sample, across all eligible sampled students 
in participating schools. The overall partici- 
pation rates take into account the weighted 
percentage of school participation before 
or after substitution and the wcightcd 
percentage of student participation after 
makeup sessions. 

For the grade 12 national sample, where 
school and student response rates did not 
meet NCES standards, an extensive analy- 
sis was conducted that examined, among 
other factors, the potential for nonresponse 
bias at both the school and student level. 
No evidence of any significant potential for 
either school or student nonresponse bias 
was found. Results of these analyses, as 
well as nonresponse bias analyses for the 
grades 4 and 8 national samples will be 
included in the technical documentation. 

Tlie hlitial base sarnpliug weights were used iu weiglithig die perceutages of participating schools aud students. An 
attempt was made to preselect (before field processes begau) a maximum of two substitute schools for each 
sampled puhlic scliool (one in-district aiid oiie out-of-district) aud each sampled Catholic school, wd o m  for each 
sampled uoupublic school other thau Catholic. To mitlirnize bias, a substitute school resembled the origiual 
selection as iniich as possible in dfiliatioli, estimated umber of grade-eligible students, and lniuority composition. 
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Table A.4 National school and student participation rates, by type of school, grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 

Combined national 

Public 

Nonpublic 

Combined national 

Public 

Nonpublic 

Combined national 

Public 

Nonpublic 

Weighted school participation 

Percentage 
before 

substitution 

84 
85 
74 

82 
83 
68 

74 
76 
55 

Percentage Number of 
ofter schook partitipotin! 

substitution ofter substitution 

85 5,518 
85 5,067 
81 451 

83 4,706 
84 4,208 
76 498 

75 725 
76 443 
59 282 

Student participation 

Weighted Number of 
percentagestudent students 

partitiption orsesred 

94 140,487 
94 133,805 
95 5,578 

92 115,176 
91 109,356 
95 5,320 

74 14,724 

72 9,204 
88 5,520 

Overall participation rate 

Before 
subsliution 

79 
80 
71 

75 
76 
65 

55 
55 
48 

After 
rubstiiution 

80 
80 
77 

76 
77 
72 

55 
55 
52 
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%Pa&? Samples 
Thc results provided in this rcport of the 

2002 state assessment in reading are based 
on state-lcvcl samplcs of fourth- and 
eighth-grade public-school students. The 
samplcs wcre selected using a two-stage 
samplc dcsign that first sclectcd schools 
within participating states and other juris- 
dictions and thcn students within schools. 
The samples were weighte’d to allow valid 
inferences about the populations of inter- 
cst. Participation rates for thc states and 
other jurisdictions were calculated the 
same way that ratcs were computed for 
thc nation. Tablcs A.5 and A.6 contain 
thc unwcighted number of participating 
schools and students, as well as wcightcd 
school and student participation rates for 
thc statc samplcs at gradcs 4 and 8 
res p ec tively. 

DiSPRkP $aUtRp8@S 
Results from thc 2002 reading asscssmcnts 
will also be reported (on a trial basis) in a 
forthcoming rcport on district-levcl samplcs 
of fourth- and eighth-gradc students in the 
largc urban school districts that partici- 
patcd in the Trial Urban District Assess- 
ment (Atlanta, Chicago, Houston, Los 
hgcles,  and Ncw York City). Thc sample 
of students in the urban school districts 
represents an augmentation to the sample 
of studcnts who would “normally” be 
selected as part of state samples. These 
samplcs allow rcliable subgroup reporting 
in these districts. Furthermore, all students 
at “lowcr” asampling lcvcls arc assumed to 
be part of “higher-lcvcl” samplcs. For 
example, Houston is one of the urban 
districts included in the Trial Urban District 
Assessment. Data from students tested in 
the Houston sample were used to report 
results for Houston, but also contributed to 
the Texas and national estimates. 
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Table A.5 School and student  part ic ipat ion rates, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002 

I 

Notion (Public) 
Alobomo 

Arizona 
Arkonsos 
Colifornio 

Connecticut 
Delowore 

Florid0 
Georgia 

Howoii 
ldoho 
Illinois 4 

lndiono 
low0 4 

Konsos 4 
Kentucky 

Louisiono 
Moine 

Morylond 
Mossochusetts 

Michigon 
Minnesota 4 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montono 1 
Nebrosko 

Nevodo 
New Mexico 

New York 4 
North Corolino 
North Dakota t 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon 
Pennsylvonio 
Rhode lslond 

South Corolino 

Texos 
Utoh 

Vermont 
Virginio 

Washington t 
West Virginio 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
District of Columbio 

ODE55 
DoDDS2 
Guom 

Virgin lslonds 

Tennessee t 

Weighted school portidpation 

Pertentage 
before 

substitution 

85 
84 
91 
99 
72 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
87 
57 
99 
77 
73 
96 
99 
88 

100 
100 
98 
77 
95 
94 
75 
95 

100 
93 
77 

100 
82 
95 
99 
85 

100 
100 
99 
78 
89 

100 
90 

100 
75 
99 
55 

100 

100 
99 
99 

100 
100 

Perrentoge 
after 

substitution 

85 
96 
91 
99 
72 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
87 
57 
99 
77 
73 
96 
99 
88 

100 
100 
99 
77 
95 

100 
75 
95 

100 
93 
77 

100 
82 
95 
99 
88 

100 
100 
99 
78 
89 

100 
90 

100 
75 
99 
55 

100 

100 
99 
99 

100 
100 

Number of 
srhools participating 

after substitution 

5,067 
108 
105 
107 
143 
108 
86 

103 
152 
111 
98 

117 
112 
86 
84 

106 
116 
98 

105 
111 
110 
84 

, -  104 
113 
79 
91 

114 
104 
90 

112 
164 
107 
132 
100 
1 I 4  
113 
105 
92 

139 
111 
106 
109 
85 

136 
63 

162 

117 
39 
91 
25 
24 

Student portidpation 

Weighted 
iertentoge student 

partitipation 

94 
95 
91 
94 
95 
95 
94 
95 
95 
96 
95 
93 
94 
95 
96 
96 
96 
94 
93 
95 
92 
95 
95 
94 
95 
96 
93 
94 
91 
94 
96 
93 

94 
94 
94 
95 
96 
95 
94 
95 
95 
95 
96 
95 
95 

90 
96 
95 
96 
95 

95 

Number of 
students 
assessed 

133,805 
3,684 
3,105 
2,779 
4,016 
3,266 
3,895 
3,226 
4,919 
3,603 
2,710 
3,117 
3,469 
1,930 
,1,938 
3,262 
3,116 
1,964 
2,844 
3,236 
2,914 
2,598 
3,091 
2,973 
1,342 
1,540 
3,447 
2,316 
2,401 
3,276 
2,422 
2,722 
3,352 
2,675 
3,383 
3,551 
2,473 
3,022 
3,637 
3,652 
1,690 
3,029 
2,444 
2,348 
1,475 
2,786 

2,554 
1,351 
2,924 
1,216 

738 . 

O v e r a i  participation rote 1 
Before 

substitution 

80 
80 
83 
93 
68 
95 

95 
95 
96 
82 
53 
93 
73 
70 
92 
95 
83 
93 
95 
90 
73 
90 
89 
71 
91 
93 
87 
70 
94 
79 
89 
94 
80 
94 
94 
94 
75 
84 
94 
85 
95 
71 
95 
52 
95 

90 
95 
94 
96 
95 

9.4 

After 
wbslitution 

80 
92 
83 
93 
68 
95 
94 
95 
95 
96 
82 
53 
93 
73 
70 
92 
95 
83 
93 
95 
91 
74 
90 
94 
71 
91 
93 
87 
70 . 
94 
79 
89 
94 
83 
94 
94 
94 
75 
84 
94 
85 
95 
71 
95 
52 
95 

90 
95 
94 
96 
95 
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Table 8.6 School and student part ic ipat ion rates,  grade 8 public schools: By state, 2002 

I 

Nation (Public) 
Alabama 

Arizona 
Arkonsos 
Colifornio * 

Connecticut 
Delowore 

Florid0 
Georgio 

Howoii 
Idaho 
Illinois t 

lndiona 
Kansas t 

Kentucky 
Louisiano 

Moine 
Maryland 

Mossochusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesoto * 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana * 
Nebraska 

Nevodo 
New Mexico 

New York * 
North Corolina 
North Dokoto * 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon * 
Pennsylvonia 
Rhode Island 

South Carolino 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utoh 

Vermont 
Virginio 

Washington * 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin * 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Samoa 

District of Columbia 
DDESS 

DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Weighted school participation 

Percentage 
before 

substitution 

83 
80 
93 
99 
71 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
86 
56 
98 
72 
96 
98 
94 
93 
98 
98 
66 
94 
92 
76 
99 

100 
93 
71 

100 
17 
96 

100 
78 

100 
100 
97 
74 
92 

100 
91 

100 
74 
92 
66 

100 

100 
100 
99 
99 

100 
100 

Percentoge 
after 

substitution 

84 
93 
93 
99 
71 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
86 
56 
98 
72 
96 
98 
94 
93 
98 
98 
66 
94 
96 
76 
99 

100 
93 
71 

100 
77 
96 

100 
78 

100 
100 
97 
74 
92 

100 
91 

100 
74 
92 
66 

100 

100 
100 
99 
99 

100 
100 

Number of 
schools participating 

after substitution 

4,208 
100 
110 
103 
125 
104 
35 

105 
111 
55 
80 

106 
101 
83 

100 
98 

101 
99 

104 
104 
67 
96 

114 
73 

103 
64 
91 
84 

106 
110 
94 

123 
85 

104 
55 
99 
82 

127 
93 
99 

103 
80 
97 
75 
78 

22 
36 
14 
55 
7 
8 

Student participation 

Weighted Number of 
percentagertudent students 

porticipation 

91 
93 
88 
91 
90 
92 
90 
91 
93 
93 
93 
90 
91 
93 
94 
93 
92 
90 
93 
88 
91 
93 
91 
94 
92 
88 

' 92 
88 
93 
94 
90 
92 
91 
92 
89 
93 
92 
93 
92 
92 
92 
90 
92 
92 
92 

96 
85 
96 
95 
94 
93 

assessed 

109,356 
2,602 
2,451 
2,454 
3,124 
2,682 
3,850 
2,633 
3,756 
2,656 
2,390 
2,373 
2,535 
1,827 
2,461 
2,252 
2,522 
2,451 
2,576 
2,383 
1,657 
2,415 
2,481 
1,849 
2,139 
2,536 
2,265 
1,867 
2,540 
1,949 
2,319 
2,493 
1,918 
2,720 
2,552 
2,189 
2,047 
3,258 
2,683 
2,378 
2,546 
1,897 
2,166 
1,718 
2,279 

460 
1,638 

701 
2,090 
1,011 

567 

Overall 7 participation rate 

Before 
substiition 

76 
75 
82 
90 
64 
92 
90 
91 
93 
93 
80 
51 
89 
67 
90 
91 
86 
84 
91 
86 
60 
87 
84 
71 
91 
88 
86 
63 
93 
73 
87 
92 
71 
92 
89 
90 
69 
85 
92 
84 
92 
66 
85 
61 
92 

96 
85 
94 
94 
94 
93 

After 
substitution 

77 

82 
90 
64 
92 
90 
91 
93 
93 
80 
51 
89 
67 
90 
91 
86 
84 
91 
86 
60 
87 
88 
71 
91 
88 
86 
63 
93 
73 
87 
92 
71 
92 
89 
90 
69 
85 
92 
84 
92 
66 
85 
61 

' 92 

a7 

96 
85 
94 
94 
94 
93 
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Standards for State Sample 
Participation and Reporting 
of Results 
In carrying out the 2002 state assessment 
program, the National Ccnter for Educa- 
tion Statistics (NCES) established partici- 
pation ratc standards that jurisdictions werc 
requircd to mcet in order for their rcsults to 
be reported. NCES also established addi- 

tional standards that required the annota- 
tion of published results for jurisdictions 
whose sample participation rates were low 
enough to raise concerns about their 
rcprcscntativcness. Thc NCES guidclincs 
used to report results in the state assess- 
ments, and the guidelines for notation 
when there is some risk of nonresponse 
bias in the reported results, are presented in 
this section. 

Guideline 1 

The publication of NAEP results 
1 11 

The conditions that will result in the publication of a jurisdiction's results are presented below. 

Guideline 1 - Publication of Public School Results 
A jurisdiction will have its public school results published in the 2002 NAEP reading report card (or in other reports that include all state-level 
results) if and only if its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public schools is greater than or equal to 70 percent. Similarly, a 
jurisdiction will receive a separate NAEP State Report if and only if its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public schools is 
greater than or equal to 70 percent. 
Discussion: If a jurisdiction's public school participation rate for the initiol sample of schools is below 70 percent, there is a substantial 
possibility that bias will be introduced into the assessment results. This possibility remains even after making statistical adjustments to 
compensate far school nonparticipation. There remains the likelihood that, in aggregate, the substitute schools are sufficiently dissimilar 
from the originals they are replacing and represent too great a proportion of the population to discount such a difference. Similarly, the 
assumptions underlying the use of statistical adjustments to compensate for nanparticipatian are likely to be significantly violated if the 
initial response rate falls below the 70 percent level. Guideline 1 takes this into consideration. This guideline i s  congruent with current NAGB 
policy, which requires that data for jurisdictions that do not have a 70 percent before-substitution partitipation rate be reported "in a 
different format," and with the Education Information Advisory Committee (EIAC) resolution, which calls for data from such jurisdictions not 
to be published. 

The following guidelines concerning 
school and student participation rates in 
the NAEP state assessment program were 
established to address four significant ways 
in which nonresponse bias could be intro- 
duccd into thc jurisdiction samplc csti- 
mates. The four significant ways include 
overall school nonresponse, strata-specific 
school nonrcsponsc, overall student 

nonresponse and strata-specific student 
nonresponse. Presented on the following 
pages are the conditions that will result in a 
 jurisdiction,^ receiving a notation in the 
2002 reports. Note that in order for a 
juri~diction~s rcsults to be published with 
no notations, that jurisdicuon must satis$ 
all guidelines. 
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Guideline 2 

Guideline 2 - Notation for Overall Public School Participation Rate 
A jurisdiction that meets Guideline 1 will receive a notation i f  its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public schools was below 
85 percent and the weighted public school partitipation rote after substitution was below 90 percent. 
Discussion: For jurisdictions that did not use substitute schools, the participation rates are based on partitipoting schools from the original 
sample. In these situations, the NCES standards specify weighted school partitipation rates of at least 85 percent to guard against potential 
bias due to school nonresponse. Thus the first part of these guidelines, referring to the weighted school porticipotion rate for the initial 
sample of schools, is in direct accordance with NCES stondords. 
To help ensure adequate sample representation for each jurisdiction participating in the NAEP 2002 state assessments, NAEP provided 
substitutes for nonparticipating public schools. For jurisdictions that used substitute schools, the assessment results will be based on the 
student data from all schools participating from both the original sample and the list of substitutes (unless both on initial school and its 
substitute eventually participated, in which case only the data from the initial school will be used). 
The NCES stondords do not explicitly address the use of substitute schools to replace initially selected schools that decide not to participate 
in the assessment. However, considerable technical consideration was given to this issue. Even though the characteristits of the substitute 
schools were matched as closely 0s possible to the characteristics of the initially selected schools, substitution does not entirely eliminate 
bias due to the nonparticipation of initially selected schools. Thus, for the weighted school participation rates including substitute schools, 
the guidelines were set at 90 percent. 
If a jurisdiction meets either standard (i.e., 85 percent or higher prior to substitution or 90 percent or higher after substitution), there will be 
no nototion for the relevant overall school participation rate. 

Guideline 3 

must be adequately represented t o  avoid possible nonresponse bias 

Guideline 3 - Wototion for Stroto-Specific Public School Participation Rotes 
A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 2 will receive o notation i f  the sample of public schools included o class 
of schools with similar characteristics that had a weighted participation rate (after substitution) of below 80 percent, and from which the 
nonparticipating schools together accounted for more thon 5 percent of the jurisdiction's total weighted sample of public schools. The classes 
of schools from each of which a iurisdiction needed minimum school participation levels were determined by degree of urbanization, 
minority enrollment, and median household income of the area in which the school is located. 
Discussion: The NCES standards specify that ottention should be given to the representativeness of the sample coverage. Thus, if same 
important segment of the jurisdiction's populotion is not adequately represented, i t  is of concern, regardless of the overall participation rate. 
If nonparticipating schools are concentrated within o porticular class of schools, the potential for substantial bias remains, even if the overall 
level of school partitipation appears to be satisfactory. Nonrespanse adjustment cells for public schools have been farmed within each 
jurisdiction, and the schools within eoth cell ore similar with respect to minority enrollment, degree of urbanization, and/or median 
household income, as appropriote far each jurisdiction. 
If the weighted response rate, after substitution, for a single adjustment cell falls below 80 percent, and more thon 5 percent (weighted) of 
the sampled schools ore nonparticipants from such a cell, the potential far nanresponse bias is too great. This guideline is based an the 
NCES stondord for stratum-specific school response rates. 
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Guideline 4 

Guideline 4 - Notation for Owerall Student Participation Rate in Public Schools 
A jurisdiction that meets Guideline 1 will receive a notation if the weighted student response rote within participating public schools was 
below 85 percent. 
Discussion: This guideline follows the NCES standard of 85 percent for overall student participation rates. The weighted student participa- 
tion rate is based on all eligible students from initially selected or substitute schools who participated in the assessment in either an initial 
session or a make-up session. If the rote falls below 85 percent, the potential for bias due to students’ nonresponse is too great. 

Guideline 5 

Guideline 5 - Notation for Strata-Specific Student Participation Rater in Public Schools 
A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 4 will receive a notation if the sampled students within participating 
public schools included o class of students with similar characteristics that hod o weighted student response rote of below 80 percent, and 
from which the nonresponding students together accounted for more than 5 percent of the jurisdiction’s weighted assessable public school 
student sample. Student groups from which o jurisdiction needed minimum levels of participation were determined by the age of the 
student, whether or not the student was classified as a student with a disability (SD) or limited English proficient (LEP), and the type of 
assessment session, 0s well 0s school level of urbanization, minority enrollment, and median household income of the area in which the 
school is located. 
Discussion: This guideline addresses the fact that if nonparticipating students ore concentrated within a particular class of students, the 
potential for substantial bias remains, even if the overall student participation level appears to be satisfactory. Student nonresponse 
adjustment cells hove been formed using the school-level nonresponse adjustment cells, together with the student‘s age and the nature of 
the assessment session. 
If the weighted response rote for a single adjustment cell falls below 80 percent, and more than 5 percent (weighted) of the invited 
students who do not participate in the assessment are from such a cell, the potential for nonresponse bias is too great. This guideline is 
based on the NCES standard for stratum-specific student response rates. 

At both thc fourth and eighth grades, 
two states, Illinois and Wisconsin, did not 
mcct thc initial public-school participation 
rate of 70 pcrccnt. In addition, one state, 
Minncsota, did not meet this standard at 
the eighth grade. Rcsults for thcsc jurisdic- 
tions are not included with the findings 
reportcd for tlic state NAEP 2002 readmg 
assessment. 

Nine jurisdictions at grade 4 did not 
mect thc second guidelinc for notation 
(i.e., the weighted participation rate for the 

initial sample of schools was below 85 
percent and the weighted school participa- 
tion rate after substitution was below 90 
percent): California, Iowa, Kansas, Minne- 
sota, Montana, New York, North Dakota, 
Tennessee, and Washington. At grade 8, 
eight jurisdictions did not meet this guide- 
line: California, Kansas, Montana, New 
York, North Dakota, Oregon, Tennessee, 
and Washington. Results for each of these 
jurisdictions at the appropriate grade level 
are shown with a notation indicating 
possible bias related to nonresponse. 
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Students with Disabilities (SD) 
and/or Limited English 
Proficient (LEP) Students 

It is NAEP’s intent to assess all selected 
studcnts from the targct population. Thcrc- 
fore, every effort is made to ensure that all 
selected students who arc capablc of 
participating in the assessrncnt arc as- 
scssed. Somc students sampled for partici- 
pabon in N m P  can bc excluded from the 
sample according to carefully defined 
critcria. These criteria werc revised in 1996 
to communicate more clearly a prcsump- 
tion of inclusion except under special 
circumstances. According to these criteria, 
students who had an Individualized Educa- 
tion Program (IEP) or werc protected under 
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973 wcrc to bc included in thc NAEP 
asscssmcnt exccpt in the following cases: 

i 

the school’s IEP team determined that 
the student could not participate; 

thc studcnt’s cognitivc functioning was 
so severely impaired that she or he could 
not participatc; 

thc studcnt’s IEP rcquircd that thc 
student had to be tested with an accom- 
modation or adaptation that NAEP does 
not allow and that the student could not 
demonstrate his or her knowledge 
without that accommodation. 

All LEP students who rcccivcd acadcmic 
instruction in English for thrce ycars or 
more werc to bc included in thc asscss- 
ment. Those LEP students who received 
instruction in English for fewer than three 
years were to be included unless school 
staff judged them to be incapable of 
participating in the assessment in English. 

PcsrDkipceBion 00 SD aundO/or RQP 
SPrsdmBs, iun the NAEP Samples 

Testing all sampled students is the best 
way for NAEP to ensurc that the statistics 
gcneratcd by thc assessrncnt are as rcprc- 
sentative as possible of the performancc of 
the cntirc national population and the 
populations of participating jurisdictions. . 
However, all groups of studcnts include 
certain proportions that cannot be tested in 
large-scale assessments (such as students 
who havc profound mental disabilities) or 
who can only be tested through the use of 
testing accommodations such as extra timc, 
one-on-onc administration, or use of 
magnifying equipment. Somc studcnts with 
disabilities and some LEP studcnts cannot 
show on a test what they know and can do 
unless thcy are provided with accommoda- 
tions. When such accommodations are not 
allowed, students requiring such adjust- 
ments are often excluded from large-scale 
assessments such as NAEP. This phenom- 
cnon has bccomc morc common in thc last 
decade and gained momentum with the 
passage of the 1397 Individuals with 
Disabilitics Education Act (IDEA), which 
led schools and states to identify incrcasing 
proportions of students as nccding accom- 
modations on assessments in order to best 
show what thcy know and can do.5 Further- 
more, section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973 requires that, when students with 
disabilities are tested, schools must provide 
them with appropriate accommodations so 
that the test results accurately reflect 
students’ achievement. In addition, as the 
proportion of limited English proficicnt 
studcnts in thc population has increased, 
somc states have started offering accom- 

Office of Special Education Programs. (1997). Nineteenh Annual q o r t  to  Congress on the Implemenbtion oftbe 
Indii*idrrals With Disabilities Edrrcotion Act. Washington, DC: U. S. Department of Education, Office of Educational 
Research and Improvenient, National Center for Education Statistics. 
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modations, such as translations of assess- 
ments or the use of bilingual dictionaries as 
part of assessments. 

Before 1996, NAEP did not allow any 
testing under nonstandard conditions 
(i.e., accommodations were not permitted). 
At that time, NAEP samples were able to 
include almost all sampled students in 
standard assessment sessions. However, as 
the influence of IDEA grew more wide- 
spread, the failure to provide accommoda- 
tions led to increasing levels of exclusion in 
the assessment. Such increises posed two 
threats to the program: 1) they threatened 
the stability of trend lines (because exclud- 
ing more students in one year than the next 
might lead to apparent rather than real 
gasns), and 2) they made NAEP samples 
less than optimally reprcsentativc of targct 
populations. 

NAEP reacted to' this challenge by 
adopting a multipart strategy. The program 
had to move toward allowing the same 
assessment accommodations that were 
afforded students in state and district 
testing programs in order for NAEP 
samples to be as inclusive as possible. 
However, allowing accommodations 
represents a change in testing conditions 
that may affect measurement of changes 
over time. Therefore, beginning with the 
1996 national assessments and the 1998 
state assessments and up to 2000, NAEP 
asscsscd a senes of parallel samples of 

' 

students. In one set of samples, testing 
accommodations were not Permitted; this 
allowed NAEP to maintain the measure- 
ment of achicvement trends. In addition to 
the samples where accommodations wcrc 
not permitted, parallel samples in which 
accommodations were permitted were also 
assessed. By having two overlapping 
samples and two sets of related data 
points, NAEP could meet two core pro- 
gram goals.6 First, data trends could be 
maintained. Second, parallel trend lines 
could be set in ways that ensure that in 
hturc years the program will be able to use 
the most inclusive practices possibl'e and 
mirror the procedures used by most state 
and district assessments. Beginning in 
2002, NAEP uses only the more inclusive 
samples in which assessment accommoda- 
tions are permitted. 

In reading, national and state data from 
1992, 1994, and 1998 are reported for the 
sample in which accommodations were not 
permitted. National and state data for the 
sample in which accommodations were 
permitted are reported for 1998 and 2002. 
National-only data at grade 4 for both 
accommodated and unaccommodated 
samplcs are reported for 2000. 

In order to make it possible to evaluate 
both the impact of increasing exclusion 
rates in some jurisdictions and diffcrences 
between jurisdictions, complete data on 
exclusion in all years are included in this 

' The two samples are described as "overlapping" because, in 1998 and 2000, the same group of non-SD and/or 
LEP students were hcluded in both samples. 

1 4 6  A P P E N D I X  A N A E P  2 0 0 2  R E A D I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  



appendix. Since the exclusion rates may 
affect trcnd mcasurcmcnt within a jurisdic- 
tion, readers should consider the magnitude 
of exclusion rate changes when interpreting 
scorc changes in jurisdictions. In addition, 
diffcrcnt rates of exclusion may influcncc 
thc meaning of statc comparisons. Thus, 
exclusion data should be reviewed in this 
context as well. 

' 

Pcrccntagcs of SD and/or LEP studcnts 
for the national sample of public and 
nonpublic schools in which accommoda- 
tions were not permitted are presented in 
table A.7. The data in this table include the 
percentages of students ident$ed as SD 
and/or LEP, the percentage of students 
excluded, and thc percentagc of assessed SD 
and/or LEP students. Tables A.8 and ,4.9 
show similar information by jurisdiction for 
gradc 4 and gradc 8. Pcrccntagcs of these 
studcnts in thc national sample where 
accommodations wcre pcrmittcd arc 

presented in table A.lO. The state and 
jurisdiction results where accommodations 
were permitted are shown in tables A.11 
and A.12 for grade 4 and gradc 8. Thc data 
in these tables includc thc percentages of 
studcnts ident$ed as SD and/or LEC thc 
perccntagc of studcnts exchded, thc pcr- 
centage of assessed SD and/or LEI' stu- 
dents, thc pcrccntagc assessed without accom- 
moahtions, and the percentage assessed ivtth 
acconrmodutions. 

In thc 2002 national sample, 6 percent 
of students at grades 4, 5 percent of 
students at grade 8, and 4 percent of 
students at grade 12 were excluded from 
the assessment (see table A.lO). Across 
thc various jurisdictions that participatcd 
in the 2002 state assessment, the percent- 
age of studcnts excludcd rangcd from 3 to 
12 percent at grade 4 (SCC tablc A.11) and 
from 2 to 10 pcrccnt at gradc 8 (scc 
tablc A.12). 
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Table A.7 Students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded, and assessed, 
when accommodations were not permitted, grades 4,8, and 12 public and nonpublic schools: 1992-2000 

SD’ and/or LEPz students 
identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Identified 
Excluded 
AsSeSSed 

Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

SDI students 

LEPz students 

SO’ and/or LEPz students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Identified 
Ex c I u d e d 
Assessed 

Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

SDI students 

LEPz students 

SD’ and/or LEPz students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

SD’ students 

LEPz students 

1992 

Number of 
students 

2,013 
1,750 

263 

1,149 
990 
159 

945 
835 
110 

2,310 
2,030 

280 

1,522 
1,323 

199 

836 
750 

86 

1,547 
1,417 

130 

1,164 
1,088 

76 

408 
351 

57 

Weighted 
percentage 
of students 
sampled 

10 
6 
4 

7 
4 
3 

3 
2 
1 

13 
9 
4 

10 
7 
3 

3 
2 
1 

9 
7 
2 

7 
6 
1 

2 
1 
1 

1994 

Number of 
students 

1,624 
1,025 

599 

1,039 
685 
354 

623 
368 
255 

1,737 
1,278 

459 

1,323 
979 
344 

444 
323 
121 

1,237 
948 
289 

957 
776 
181 

294 
184 
110 

Weighted 
percentage 
of students 

sampled 

13 
5 
8 

10 
4 
6 

4 
1 
2 

15 
9 
6 

12 
8 
5 

3 
2 
1 

11  
7 
4 

9 
6 
3 

2 
1 
1 

1998 

Number 01 
students 

985 
545 
440 

490 
247 
243 

527 
323 
204 

1,365 
623 
742 

975 
524 
451 

449 
134 
31 5 

1,011 
448 
563 

669 
365 
304 

392 
115 
277 

Weighted 
percentage 
of students 

sampled 

16 
9 
7 

1 1  
6 
5 

6 
3 
2 

12 
6 
7 

10 
5 
5 

3 
1 
2 

7 
3 
4 

6 
3 
3 

2 
# 
2 

2000 I 
Weighted 
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Table &.$ Percentage of students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded, 
and assessed, when accommodations were not permitted, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-1 998 

1994 
Identified Excluded Aaeaed 
14 6 8 
11 5 6 
21 7 14 
12 6 6 
31 12 18 
15 7 8 
17 8 8 
IS 6 9 
22 10 11 
11  5 5 
12 5 7 
12 5 7 

1 1  5 6 
1 1  5 6 

8 4 4 
1 1  6 5 
17 10 7 
15 7 8 
18 8 10 
10 6 4 
12 4 8 
9 6 4 
12 5 7 
1 1  4 8 
16 4 12 

15 6 9 
12 6 6 
18 8 10 
15 8 7 
14 5 9 
10 2 8 

- 

1 1  6 5 
15 5 10 
13 7 6 
13 6 6 
24 1 1  13 
12 5 7 
13 7 6 
15 5 9 
12 7 5 
13 7 6 
11 4 7 

12 9 3 

9 5 5 
12 9 3 

- - - 

- - - 

- - - 

- - - 
- - 
- - - 

- - - 

- - - 

Nation (Public) 
Alabama 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florid0 
Georgia 

Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 

Indiana 
Iowa 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 

Virginia 
Washington 

West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
District of Columbia 

DDESS 
DoDDS l 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

1998 
Identified Excluded Aneaed 

17 10 7 
13 8 5 
22 10 12 
1 1  5 6 
31 15 15 
IS 7 8 
18 13 6 
16 7 9 
18 9 9 
1 1  7 4 
15 5 10 

14 10 5 

I5 8 7 
12 6 7 
13 9 4 
15 12 3 
I S  8 7 
13 10 3 
19 8 1 1  
10 7 3 
15 4 1 1  
7 4 3 
14 7 7 
10 4 6 

20 12 7 
14 5 9 

28 1 1  16 
14 9 5 
15 10 5 

- - - 
- - - 

- - - 

- - - 

- - - 
- - - 
15 9 6 
20 7 12 

20 7 12 
16 1 1  5 
13 4 9 
26 14 13 
14 5 9 
I5 8 7 
15 5 10 
12 9 3 
16 10 6 
14 4 9 

16 1 1  6 
8 5 4 
7 4 3 

8 6 2 

- - - 

- - - 

Identified 
12 
10 
16 
1 1  
28 
1 1  
I S  
12 
17 
9 
13 
9 

8 
9 

8 
8 
12 
14 
17 
7 
10 
7 

1 1  

13 

12 
10 
13 
13 
12 
10 
10 
13 

9 
16 
11 
11 
17 
10 
I 2  

8 
1 1  
1 1  

- 

- 

- .  

- 

- 

- 

12 

- 
12 
6 

1992 
Excluded 

8 
6 
7 
5 
14 
6 
7 
6 
9 
5 
6 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 
5 
7 
7 
5 
4 
5 
5 

4 

4 
6 
8 
6 
4 
2 
6 
8 

4 
7 
6 
5 
8 
5 
6 

5 
7 
4 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

10 

- 
7 
3 

kessed 
4 
4 
9 
6 
13 
4 
8 
6 
8 
4 
8 
5 

3 
6 

4 
4 
6 
7 
10 
2 
6 
2 
6 

9 

7 
5 
6 
7 
8 
8 
4 
4 

5 
9 
5 
7 
9 
6 
6 

3 
4 
7 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

3 

- 
5 
3 
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Toble 4.9 Percentage of students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded, 
and assessed, when accommodation's were not permitted, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 

Nation (Public) 
Alabama 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 

Hawaii 
Illinois 
Kansas 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Morylond 

Massachusetts 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Carolina 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 

Rhode Island 
South Carolina 

Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Virginia 
Washington 

West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
District of Columbia 

DDESS 
DoDDS 

Virgin Islands 

Identified 
14 
12 
17 
12 
23 
14 
15 
14 
17 
12 
15 
12 
12 
10 
14 
14 
12 
17 
13 
11 
13 
11 
IS 
22 
16 
14 
13 
14 
16 
12 
14 
19 
11 
13 
13 
14 
14 
10 

14 
10 

8 
7 

1998 
Excluded 

6 
6 
7 
7 
8 
5 
8 
6 
5 
5 
6 
6 
5 
5 

10 
7 
7 
7 
4 
7 
6 
3 
8 
7 

10 
9 
9 
4 
5 
6 
4 
7 
5 
7 
4 
8 
8 
2 

9 
5 
4 
7 

Assessed 
7 
6 

11 
5 
IS 
9 
7 
8 

12 
7 
9 
6 
7 
5 
4 
7 
5 

10 
9 
3 
6 
8 
8 

15 
6 
5 
5 

11 
12 

5 
9 

12 
7 
6 
8 
6 
6 
8 

5 
5 
4 
0 
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Table A. 10 Students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded, and assessed, 
when accommodations were permitted, grades 4,8, and 12 public and nonpublic schools: 1998-2002 

SD' and/or l E P 7  students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Without accommodations 
With accommodations 

SD' students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Without octommodations 
With accommodations 

LEP' students 
Identified 
Ex c I u d e d 
Assessed 

Without occomrnodations 
With actommodotions 

SD' ond/or LEPz students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Without accommodations 
With accommodations 

SD' students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Without accommodations 
With otcommodations 

LEP7 students 
Identified 
Excluded 
A s E S S e d  

Without accommodations 
With accommodations 

Number of 
students 

973 
393 
580 
413 
167 

558 
246 
312 
179 
133 

446 
167 
279 
238 
41 

1,252 
368 
884 
678 
206 

865 
283 
582 
404 
178 

447 
109 
338 
307 
31 

1998 
Weighted 
percentage 
of students 
sampled 

16 
6 

10 
7 
3 

10 
4 
6 
3 
3 

6 
2 
4 
3 
1 

12 
4 
9 
6 
2 

10 
3 
7 
5 
2 

3 
1 
2 
2 
# 

2000 

Number of 
students 

906 
316 
590 
476 
1 I4 

510 
193 
31 7 
209 
108 

446 
159 
287 
273 

14 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

Weighted 
percentage 
of students 
sampled 

18 
6 

12 
10 
2 

11 
4 
7 
5 
2 

8 
3 
5 
5 
# 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

Number of 
students 

28,073 
10,307 
17,766 
11,913 
5,853 

19,936 
8,042 

1 1,894 
6,631 
5,263 

10,334 
3,410 
6,924 
6,020 

904 

20,137 
7,135 

13,OOZ 
8,598 
4,404 

16,159 
5,939 

10,220 
6,074 
4,146 

5,516 
1,907 
3,609 
3,113 

496 

I 2002 
Weighted 
percentage 
of students 
sampled 

19 
6 

13 
9 
4 

12 
5 
7 
4 
3 

8 
2 
6 
6 
1 

17 
5 

1 1  
8 
4 

12 
4 
8 
5 
3 

6 
2 
4 
4 
# 

See footnotes at end of table. t 
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Table A.10 Students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded, and ossessed, 
when accommodations were permitted, grades 4,8, and 12 public and nonpublic schools: 1998-2002-Continued 

1998 
Weighted 

pertentage 
Number of of students 

students sampled 

SD' ond/or LEP7 students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Without accommodations 
With occommodotions 

SD' students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Without octommodotions 
With accommodotionr 

LEPz students 
Identified 
Excluded 
AsSeSSed 

Without occommodations 
With accommodations 

975 7 
321 2 
640 5 
532 4 
116 1 

649 6 
205 2 
364 4 
266 3 

90 1 

353 2 
56 # 

295 2 
277 2 

18 # 

2000 
Weighted 

partentage 
Number of of students 

students sampled 

2002 I - 
Weighted 

pertentage 
Number of of students 

students sampled 

1,556 12 
616 4 
940 8 
613 6 
267 2 

1,231 9 
535 3 
696 6 
446 4 
250 2 

419 3 
125 1 
294 3 
266 2 

20 # 
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Table A.11 Percentage of students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded, 
and assessed, when accommodations were permitted, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

1998 

SD' and/or LEP* students 

Assessed Assessed 
mthout wth 

7 11 7 3 
13 4 3 1 
22 10 12 10 1 
l 8  8 

11 5 6 4 2 
31 14 16 I5 1 
18 10 8 5 3 

I8 6 12 8 5 
1 1  5 6 3 3 
15 5 10 9 1 

14 6 8 6 2 

I5 5 10 7 3 
12 4 8 5 4 
13 7 5 3 2 

7 8 3 5 
15 7 4 3 
13 6 8 4 4 
19 5 14 9 5 
10 6 4 3 1 
15 3 12 9 3 
7 4 3 2 # 
14 6 8 3 4 
10 2 7 5 2 

20 1 1  9 8 1 
28 9 18 16 2 
14 7 7 2 4 
IS 7 9 3 6 

Identified Excluded Assessed wromdotam actommalatom 

~ 16 1 15 1 1  4 

- - - - - 

- - - - - 

l 5  7 

- - - - - 

- - - - - 
- - - - - 
1 5  9 6 5 1 
20 6 14 10 4 

20 7 13 9 4 
16 8 9 6 3 
13 4 9 8 2 
26 13 14 11 3 
14 6 8 6 2 

15 6 9 4 5 
15 5 10 7 3 
12 8 4 2 1 
16 8 8 5 3 
14 3 10 6 4 

16 9 8 5 3 
8 4 4 2 2 
7 3 4 3 1 

8 5 3 2 1 

- - - - - 

- - - - - 

- - - - - 

Notion (Public) 
Alabama 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
talifornia 4 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 

Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois + 

lndiono 
Iowa + 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massochusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 4 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana t 
Nebroska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York t 
North Carolino 
North Dakota + 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin + 
Wyoming 

Other Jurirdictionr 
District of Columbia 

DDESS 
DODOS 
Guam 

Virsin lslonds 

Tennessee t 

All students 
assessed 
without 

mnmmdotnn 
90 
90 
88 
93 
84 
87 
95 
89 
93 
94 

92 

92 
93 
90 
88 
90 
90 
90 
93 
94 
95 
89 
96 

88 
88 
88 
88 

- 

- 

- 

- 
- 
90 
90 

89 
90 
95 
85 
92 

89 
92 
90 
89 
93 

89 
94 
96 

94 

- 

- 

- 

Assessed Assessed 
without with 

acrommodoli mMMlodota 
10 4 
9 2 
I8 3 
8 2 
28 1 
5 6 
4 5 
10 8 
6 3 
7 5 

11 2 
8 6 
7 2 
3 5 
7 7 
3 1 
3 6 
5 6 
5 2 
4 9 
5 1 

10 4 
2 1 
4 3 
4 4 
9 6 
14 3 
13 4 
3 6 
3 4 
9 3 
4 2 

10 5 
13 4 
4 5 
8 11 
9 3 
9 1 
14 2 
9 4 
4 6 
5 3 
7 4 
3 2 
5 5 
7 7 

2002 I 

19 8 11 
14 4 10 
16 3 13 
39 7 32 
7 3 4 

SD' and/or LEP2 students 

5 5 
6 4 
9 4 
26 6 
4 1 

Identified 

21 
14 
28 
14 
34 
16 
17 
25 
13 
18 
17 
20 
13 
16 
19 
12 
19 
17 
14 
19 
14 
19 
7 
16 
1 5  
21 
27 
37 
18 
19 
18 
14 
21 
25 
14 
25 
16 
14 
27 
19 
IS 
18 
1s 
16 
19 
17 

Excluded Assessed 

7 14 
3 12 
8 21 
5 10 
5 29 
5 11 
8 9 
7 18 
4 9 
6 12 
4 13 
7 14 
5 9 
8 8 
5 14 
8 4 

10 9 
6 11 
7 7 
6 13 
7 6 
5 13 
4 3 
9 8 
6 8 
5 15 

10 17 
10 27 
8 9 
12 7 
5 13 
8 5 
5 IS 
8 17 
5 10 
6 19 
5 12 
3 10 

11 16 
6 13 
5 10 

10 8 
5 11 

10 5 
8 10 
3 1 5  

All students 
assessed 
without 

O m m m o d o h o m  
89 
95 
90 
93 
94 
89 
87 
85 
93 
89 
93 
87 
93 
87 
88 
91 
84 
88 
92 
85 
92 
91 
95 
88 
89 
88 
87 
85 
86 
84 
91 
90 
89 
88 
90 
84 
92 
95 
87 
91 
89 
87 
92 
87 
87 
90 

86 
92 
93 
87 
97 
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Toble A. 12 Percentage of students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded, 
and assessed, when accommodations were permitted, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

- - 
4 1 
6 4 

9 1 
5 1 
7 1 

11 3 
6 2 

4 3 
6 3 
4 2 
5 4 
7 1 

- - 

- - 

Nation (Public) 
Alabomo 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
talifornia + 

Connecticut 
Delowore 

Florida 
Georgia 

Howaii 
Idaho 
Illinois + 

Indiana 
Kansas + 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Moryland 

Mossachusettr 
Michigan 

Minnesota * 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana + 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York + 
North Corolino 
North Dokota 4 

Ohio 
Oklahomo 

Oregon 4 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode lslond 

South Carolina 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington + 
West Virginio 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Samoa 

District of Columbia 
DDESS 

DoDDS 

Tennessee + 

- 
90 
92 

92 
93 
93 
92 
95 

91 
94 
90 
91 
96 

- 

- 

Guam 
Virgin Islands 

Ld 

___-___I___ 

Identified 

14 
12 
17 
12 
23 
15 
14 
17 
12 
15 

12 

12 
10 
14 
14 
12 
17 

13 
11 
13 
1 1  

15 
22 
16 
14 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Excluded 

4 
6 
5 
5 
4 
6 
2 
5 
4 
5 

4 

4 
3 
5 
5 
3 
4 

1 
6 
4 
4 

6 
8 
8 
6 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Assessed 

10 
6 

12 
6 

19 
9 

13 
12 
8 

10 

8 

8 
6 
9 
9 
9 

12 

12 
5 
9 
8 

9 
14 
8 
8 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
- - - 
13 9 4 
14 4 10 

16 6 10 
12 5 7 
14 6 8 
19 5 13 
1 1  4 7 

13 5 8 
13 4 9 
14 7 7 
14 5 9 
10 2 8 

- - - 

Assessed Assessed 
without with 

otmmmodatam d o t i a n  

7 3 
5 # 

10 1 
5 1 

17 2 
7 3 

10 2 
9 3 
5 3 
7 3 

6 3 

6 2 
4 3 
4 5 
6 3 
3 5 
8 5 

9 3 
4 1 
6 3 
6 1 

8 2 
10 4 

3 5 
3 5 

- - 

- - 

- - 

- - 

- - 

All students 
assessed 
without 

S d  

93 
93 
93 
94 
94 
91 
96 
92 
93 
92 

93 

95 
94 
90 
92 
92 
91 

96 
94 
93 
95 

92 
88 
88 
89 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

I 

2002 

SDI and/or LEP? students 
I 

dentified 

18 
14 
21 
15 
26 
17 
15 
21 
13 
20 
14 
16 
14 
16 
12 
16 
17 
15 
20 
13 
IS 
10 
15 
13 
17 
20 
31 
20 
18 
15 
12 
17 
18 
15 
20 
14 
13 
20 
IS 
18 
17 
14 
16 
16 
14 

Excluded Assessed 

6 12 
2 12 
5 16 
5 10 
4 23 
4 12 
6 9 
6 15 
4 8 
5 IS 
4 10 
4 13 
4 1 1  
5 1 1  
7 5 

10 6 
4 13 
4 10 
6 14 
7 6 
3 12 
5 5 
8 8 
4 9 
7 10 
6 14 
8 23 
9 11 
9 9 
4 11 
7 5 
4 13 
5 13 
3 12 
5 IS 
5 9 
3 9 
8 12 
4 1 1  
5 13 
8 9 
4 10 

10 7 
7 9 
3 11 

22 8 14 
21 7 13 
13 3 10 
10 2 8 
29 2 27 
11 8 3 

Assessed Assessed 
without with 

womrodotamacmmnadotan 

8 4 
11 1 
14 2 
9 2 

21 2 
6 6 
2 6 
8 8 
5 3 

10 5 
8 2 
7 6 
7 3 
6 5 
4 1 
3 3 
8 6 
8 2 
6 8 
4 2 
9 3 
3 1 
4 4 
7 2 
7 2 

12 2 
17 5 
4 7 
3 6 
8 2 
4 1 

10 4 
10 3 
4 8 
8 7 
6 3 
9 1 

11 1 
9 2 
8 6 
5 4 
6 5 
4 2 
4 5 
6 6 

All students 
ossessed 
without 

s wmmmodotam 
90 
97 
93 
93 
94 
90 
80 
86 
93 
90 
94 
90 
93 
90 
92 
87 
90 
93 
86 
91 
94 
93 
88 
94 
91 
92 
86 
83 
85 
93 
91 
92 
92 
89 
88 
92 
96 
91 
94 
89 
88 
92 
88 
88 
91 

88 
04 
92 
96 
95 
91 
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nnva?svigaDing PhQ PoteRQPiaI 
[EH@CUS of EKCDU5ibpW RaUes ow 
Ass@esmQDnu WesBoflts 

English proficicnt studcnts tend to score 
bclow averagc on assessmcnts, excluding 
students with special nccds may increase a 
jurisdiction’s scores. Conversely, including 
morc of these studcnts might dcprcss scorc 
gains. In 2002, exclusion rates varied 
among jurisdictions. In addition, cases of 
both incrcascs and dccrcases in cxclusion 
rates occurred between 1998 and 2002, 
m&ng comparisons ovcr time within 
jurisdictions complcx to interpret. Thus, 
the potcntial impact of cxclusion ratcs on 
assessment rcsults is a validity concern. 
The essential problem is the differential 
reprcscntativcness of samples, which could 

Since studcnts with disabilitics or limitcd 

impact the comparability of cross-state 
comparisons within a given year and state 
trends across years. Tables A. l l  and A.12 
on the prcccding pagcs display the ratcs of 
exclusion in 1998 and 2002 in each juris- 
diction for grade 4 and grade 8, respcc- 
tively. 

As shown in table A.13, of the 48 
jurisdictions that assesscd reading at gradc 
4 in 2002, sevcn jurisdictions had exclusion 
rates of 10 percent or greater, while the 
majority had exclusion rates of less than 
eight percent. Table A.14 displays the 
comparable data for grade 8. Seven juris- 
dictions at grade 8 had exclusion rates of 
8 percent or above, although none was 
abovc 10 perccnt. The other jurisdictions at 
grade 8 all had exclusion rates of less than 
8 perccnt. 
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Toble 8.1 3 Grouping of states/jurisdictions by percentage of excluded students in 2002: Grade 4 
~~ 

@i&4-J Number of states/ 
Percentage excluded jurisdictions States/jurisdictions 

04.9% 16 Alabama 
Arkansas 
Connecticut 
DDESS I 
DoDDS 
Georgia 
Idaho 
Indian a 

Miisiisip pi 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Vermont 
Virgin Islands 
Washington 
Wyoming 

57.9% 

... , . 

19 Ariiona 
California 
Roriio 
Guam 
Hawaii 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 

Michigan 
Minnesota 
Montana 
Nebroska 
North Dokota 
Oklahoma ' 

Oregon 
Rhode Island 
Utah 

8-9.9% 6 Delaware Missouri 
Distrid of Columbia New York 
Kentucky Ohio 

10% or Greater 7 Louisiana Texas 
Nevada Virginia 
New Mexico West Virginia 
North Carolina 
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Table A.14 Grouping of states/jurisdictions by percentage of excluded students in 2002: Grade 8 

w.9% Alabama 
Arkansas 
California 
Connedicuf 
DDESS 
DoDDS l 
Georgia 
Guam 
H M i i  
Idaho 
Indiana 

Maine 
Maryland 
Montana 
North Dakota 
Oklahoma 
Pennsylvania 
Tennessee 
Utah 
Vermont 
Washington 
Wyoming 

18 American Samoa Miisissip pi 
Arizona Missouri 
Delaware Nebraska 
Distrid of Columbia Nevada 
Florida, Ohio 
Kansas Oregon 
Kentucky Rhade Island 
Massachusetts South Carolina 

57.99% 

. Michigan Virginia 

84.9% 7 Louisiana Texas 
New Mexico Virgin Islands 
NewYork West Virginia 
North Carolina 

There is variability in exclusion rates 
across states due to at least three factors. 
One factor is that the percentage of stu- 
dents who are iden@ed as having disabili- 
ties or limited proficiency in English varies 
across jurisdictions and over time. Reasons 
for this variation include: 1) lack of stan- 
dardized criteria for defining students as 
having specific disabilities or as being 
limited in thcir English proficiency; 2) 
changes or differences in policy and prac- 
tices regarding implementation of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

(IDEA); and 3) population shifts in the 
percentage of students classified as limited 
English proficient and, to a lesser extent, as 
students with disabilities. 

The second factor is that some SD and/ 
or LEP students are excluded because they 
require accommodations, such as testing in 
another language or reading the passage 
aloud, that would be inconsistent with 
NAEP’s reading framework and would 
change the construct that NAEP intends to 
measure. 
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The third factor is that some SD and/or 
LEP students arc excludcd bccausc they 
are so severely disabled or lacking in 
English language skills that no accommo- 
dation would be sufficicnt to cnable them 
to mcaningfully participate. 

With regard to cross-state comparisons, 
thc correlations bctwecn rates of exclusion 
and avcrage 2002 reading scorcs were not 
found to bc significant at either grade 4 
(.05) or grade 8 (-.21). In other words, 
highcr cxclusion ratcs wcrc not associatcd 
with higher average scores in 2002. How- 
ever, with regard to state trends, the 
correlations between ch,anges in the rate of 
exclusion of students with special needs 
and avcragc reading scorcs gains from 1998 
to 2002 were found to be moderate (SO at 
gradc 4 and .56 at grade 8). Whilc there 
was a modcratc tcndcncy for an incrcasc in 
cxclusion ratcs to be associatcd with an 
incrcasc in avcragc scalc scorcs, cxclusion 
increases do not explain the entirety of 
scorc gains. 

Because the representativeness of 
samples is ultimatcly a validity issue, 
NCES has commissioned studies of the 
impact of asscssment accommodations on 
overall scorcs. NCES has also invcstigatcd 
scenarios for cstimating what the average 
scorcs might have bcen had the cxcludcd 
students been assessed. Several statistical 
sccnarios have been proposed, bascd on 
different hypotheses about how excluded 
students might have performed. Combined 
with thc actual performancc of studcnts 
who were assessed, these scenarios produce 
results for the full population (that is, 
including estimatcs for excluded students) 
in each jurisdiction and each asscssment 
year. Although thcsc scenarios arc somc- 
what speculative, these techniques do 
provide somc indication as to which 
statements about trend gains or losses mkbt 
be changed if exclusion rates were zero in 
both assessment years and if the hypoth- 
eses about the performance of missing 
students arc corrcct. 

' 

, 
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Although the results of one of these 
sccnarios arc prcscnted bclow, thc methods 
used to construct the scenario are still 
undcr development. NCES is continuing 
research into different proccdurcs for 
reducing the percentages of studcnts 
excluded from NAEP. In addition, NCES 
will continue to evaluate the potential 
impact of changcs in cxclusion rates on 
score gains. The scenario shown in this 
appendix is provided to illustrate the 
potcntial impact of rcasonable hypotheses 
about the performance of excluded stu- 
dents on score gains in thc jurisdictions 
that participated in both 1998 and 2002 
and should not be interpreted as official 
results. 

The scenario was developed by Donald 
McLaughlin of American Institutes for 
Rcscarch, and predicts what thc perfor- 
mance of excluded SD and/or LEP stu- 
dents might havc been had thcse students 
been tested. The basic assumption underly- 
ing this approach is that thcse studcnts 
would have performed as well as included 
SD and/or LEP students with. similar 
disabilities, level of English proficiency, 
and background characteristics.’ The 
scenario was performcd for each jurisdic- 
tion that participated in both 1998 and 
2002. 

The first column of table A.15 presents 
thc official grade 4 score gain (or loss) for 
each jurisdiction based on the results 
shown in tablc 2.2 in chaptcr 2 of this 
report. The sccond column shows the score 
gain (or loss) undcr thc McLaughlin sce- 
nario. Six jurisdictions havc notations that 
show that a trend reported as significant or 
as not significant would change under this 
scenario. For example, in Arkansas the 
apparent score p i n  between 1998 and 
2002 of 4.1 points was not statistically 
significant, but under this scenario, the 
hypothctical gain of 5.5 points would have 
been significant. Thc third column reports 
the difference bctwccn the official gain and 
thc gain undcr this scenario. For Arkansas, 
this difference is 1.4 points. Similar data are 
presentcd for grade 8 in tablc A.16. At 
grade 8, four states have notations indicat- 
ing that the trend reported as significant or 
as not significant would change under this 
scenario. 

’ Because students with very severe levels of disahility w d  students with little or no proficieiicy in English are not, 
assessed UI NAEP, ability estimates for students with those characteristics may be overestimated. 
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Table 8.1 5 Comparison of changes in average NAEP reading scores from 1998 to 2002 in the official NAEP reported 
sample and one possible scenario that includes estimates of how excluded students might have performed 
had they been assessed: Grade 4 

Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
-. California 
_ Connecticut 

....................................................................... 

............................ 
_ Delaware - 

District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia ........... 
Hawaii 

-- 

Iowa 4 
~ ._ Kansas 4 

Kentucky 
Louisiana ..... _ _  

Moine 
_ Maryland 

MarsachuseM 
Michigan 

Minnesota 4 

......... ~ .... 

.......... 

Mississirmi 
Missouri 

Montana 4 
Nevada 

. New Mexico 
New York 4 

........ .- 

__ North Corolina 
.. Oklahoma 

Oregon 
.- Rhode Island .. 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 1 

Texas 
Utah 

Virgin Islands 

.. 

..... . Virginia 
Washington . 1 

West Virginia 
Wyoming 

Difference in 
Reported score change 
sample Scenario' (Scenario minus reported) 

. -4.5 -1.5 3.0 
-1.1 2'4 3.5 

4.1 55 1.4 

-0.6 2.5 3.1 
17.3 '1 5.2 -2.1 
11.3 13.1 1.8 
8.7 0.7 0.1 

............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 
3.5 9.0 5.5 . 

................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 

....................................................................... 
... 

6.3 7.2 . 0.9 
7.9 7.6 -0.3 
3.2 2.6 -0.6 

___ 

_____ 0.7 0.3 - 0.4 
1.5 ' 0.5 -1.0 
6.3 7.5 1.2 

- 0.3 0.7 1 .o 
5.5 . 5.8 . 0.2 .- 

10.9 12.0 1 .o ... 

2.7 2.8 0.2 ... 
6.0 6.1 0.0 . ._ 

- 0.4 0.6 1 .o 

-. 0.7 9.8 1 .o . 
-5.9 -2.9 3.0 

8.4 9.1 0.7 

5.0 7.1 2.1 
1.9 2.4 0.5 
2.0 5.4 2.7 
5.3 6.0 0.7 . 
5.4 8.4 3.0 

1.7 2.7 1 .o . __ 

7.8 1.5 - 0.3 
5.5 5.3 - 0.2 
3.2 3.5 0.3 ~ 

2.9 3.2 0.3 

___ 
........................... 
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Voble 8.16 Comparison of changes in overage NAEP reoding scores from 1998 to 2002 in the officiol NAEP reported 
sample and one possible scenario thot includes estimates of how excluded students might have performed 
hod they been assessed: Grade 8 

@&$J $. 
Difference in 

Reported score change 
sample Scenorio' (Scenario minus reported) 

Alabama - 2.5 -0.3 2.2 
Arizono -3.2 -2.8 0.4 

Arkansas 4.1 4.9 0.7 ~ 

California -1.9 -0.7 1.2 

____ _ _ . . ~ _ _ _ _  

.......................................................................................................................... .._ ................. 
- Connecticut 

Delawore 
District of Columbia 

Florida 

.. -3.4 -2.1 1.4 .- 
13.6 11.1 -2.4 

6.5 7.0 0.5 

.............................................................................................................................................................................................. - _. .... 
.. 4.1 3.1 -1.0 .. 

0.8 1.3 0.6 
2.8 3.2 0.4 

, Kansas# 1.5 1 .o -0.4 
-0.9 2.9 2.0 

4.8 3.2 -1.5 
-1.6 -0.8 0.8 

I__--- ~ __ 

Georgia 
Howaii 

Kentucky 
Louisiono 

Maine 

-- ~ - 

_.....__-_I_ 

~ 

r r  -.__ 

Missouri 
Montana# 

Nevodo " . 

-- 

New Mexico 

Maryland 2.4 1.9 -0.5 
Massachusetts ----I---: 1.5 -0.3 

Mississioni 4.2 0.6 
-1.2 

0.0 
5.6 4.3 

-0.8 -0.8 
-6.4 -5.7 0.7 
-4.3 " .... -4.8 -0.4 

_____--. 

............................................................................... ~ .- 
- 

Oregon + . 2.1 .......... 2.1 0.0 
Rhode Island -2.5 -1.2 . 1.3 ... 1 South Carolino 2.8 3.2 0.3 . .  

Tennersee 
-- .... 
2.3 5.1 2.8 

Texas I 0.9 0.1 -0.9 
0.3 0.5 
2.0 -0.7 

Washington _. + 4.4 5.5 1.2 

Utah- 
Virginio -- 

West V i rg in io j  ~- 1.9 1.3 -0.6 
Wyoming 1.7 1.8 0.0 
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Table A.17 displays jurisdictions by the 
sizc of thc diffcrcncc between thc reported 
grade 4 gains in average scores and the 
gains under this scenario. For 21 of the 38 
jurisdictions that participated in both 1998 
and 2002 fourth-grade rcading asscssmcnts 
(and for which thc scenario rcsults are 
available), the scenario would make no 
more than one scalc point differcncc one 
way or the other. Of the 38 jurisdictions, 
35 might have differed by less than three 
points. Thrcc jurisdictions might have 
differed by three points or more. 

Tablc A.18 displays the samc informa- 
tion for grade 8. For 24 of thc 35 jurisdic- 
tions that participated in both 1998 and 

2002 fourth-grade reading assessments (and 
for which thc sccnario rcsults are avail- 
able), the scenario would make no more 
than one scalc point difference onc way or 
thc other. Thirty-four of the 35 jurisdic- 
tions might have differcd by up to thrcc 
points, and one additional jurisdiction 
might have differed by more than three 
points. 

At grade 8, all such changes are up- 
wards, except for Louisiana where the 
rcported significant gain would bc changcd 
to no statistically significant difference 
under this scenario. 

Table 8.1 7 Frequency distribution of differences between Reported and Scenario' average score changes 
from 1998 to 2002: Grade 4 

(Scenario minus reported) states/jurisdictions States/jurisdictions 

-3.00 to -1.01 2 Delawore, Kentucky 

- 1 .OO to 0.99 21 Florido, Georgio, Howoii, Iowa, 
Kansas, Maine, Morylond, Michigon, 
Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, 
Montono, New York, Oregon, Rhode 
Islond, Tennessee, Utah, Virginio, 
Woshington, West Virginia, Wyoming 

................................................................................... 

1 .OO to 2.99 12 Ale bomo, Ar konsas,2 
District of Columbio, Louisiono, 
Mossochusetts, Nevodo,2 New Mexico, 
North Carolino, Oklahomo,2 
South Carolino, Texas,2 Virgin Islands2 

3.00 to 4.99 2 Arizono, Connecticut 

5.00 to 5.99 1 California2 
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Table 8.18 Frequency distribution of differences between Reported and Scenario' average score changes 
from 1998 t o  2002: Grade 8 

&iJ!jJ@ Difference in I 
score change Number o f  

(Scenario minus reported) states/jurisdictianr States/jurisdictians 

-6.00 to -3.01 1 Virgin Islands 

-3.00 to -1.01 4 Delaware, Louisiana2, Missouri, Texas 

- 1 .OO to 0.99 24 Arizona, Arkansas, California, Distrid of 
Columbia, Florida, Geor ia, Hawaii, Kansas, 

Mississip i, Montana, Ievada, New Mexico, 

Carolina, Utah, Virginia, West Iirginia, 
Wyoming 

Kentucky, Maine, Mar B and Massachusetts, 

New Yor R , North Carolina, Ore on, South 

1 .OO to 2.99 6 Alabama, Connecticut2, Oklahoma2, Rhode 
Island, Tennessee2, Washington 
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Uypes of AccommodaPionos 
Permiwed 

Table A.19 displays the percentages of 
SD and/or LEP students assesscd with thc 
varicty of available accommodations. It 
should be notcd that students assesscd with 
accommodations typically rcccivcd some 
combination of accommodations. The 
numbcrs and pcrcentagcs prcscntcd in the 
table reflect only the primary accommoda- 
tion provided. For example, students 
asscsscd in small groups (as comparcd with 
standard NAEP sessions of about 30 
studcnts) usually rcceivcd cxtcndcd time. 
In one-on-onc administrations, students 
oftcn rcceivcd assistancc in rccording 
answcrs (c.g., usc of a scribe or computer) 
and were afforded extra time. Extended 

time was considered the primary accommo- 
dation only when it was the sole accommo- 
dation provided. The assessment did not, 
howevcr, allow somc accommodations that 
wcre pcrmittcd in certain states in past 
assessmcnts. Somc states have allowed 
qucstions and, in somc cases, rcading 
passages to be read aloud to the students. 
In dcsigning the reading asscssment, 
reading aloud as an accommodation was 
viewed as changng the nature of the 
construct bcing mcasurcd and, hcncc, was 
not permitted. Because NAEP considers 
thc domain of its rcading assessment to be 
rcading in English, no attempt was made to 
providc an altcrnatc languagc version of 
the asscssmcnt, and the use of bilingual 
dictionaries was not permitted. 
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Yable 8.1 9 Students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students assessed with accommodations, 
by type of primary accommodation, grades 4,8, and 12 public and nonpublic schools: 1998-2002 

SD' and/or LEP2 
students 

Lorge-print book 
Extended time 

Smoll group 

One-on-one 
Stribe/tomputer 

Other 

SD students only 
Lorge-print book 

Extended time 

Smoll group 

One-on-one 

Scribe/tomputer 

Other 

LEP2 students only 
Lorge-print book 

Extended time 

Smoll group 

One-on-one 

Stribe/tomputer 

Other 

1998 

0.00 
1.07 
1.94 
0.23 
0.05 
0.09 

0.00 
0.78 
1.70 
0.23 
0.05 
0.09 

0.00 
0.31 
0.32 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

Grade 4 
2000 

0.06 
0.86 
1.48 
0.27 
0.03 
0.01 

0.06 
0.86 
1.36 
0.27 
0.03 
0.01 

0.00 
0.01 
0.20 
0.01 
0.00 
0.01 

2002 

0.04 
1.65 
2.18 
0.09 
0.06 
0.04 

0.04 
1.32 
2.04 
0.08 
0.06 
0.03 

0.00 
0.44 
0.25 
0.01 
0.00 
0.01 

Grade 8 
1998 2002 

0.1 4 0.01 
1.07 2.08 
1.26 1.64 
0.07 0.05 
0.00 0.03 
0.00 0.04 

0.1 4 0.01 
0.86 1 .85 
1.25 1.57 
0.07 0.05 
0.00 0.03 
0.00 0.04 

0.00 0.00 
0.23 0.38 
0.01 0.14 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

Grade 12 
1998 2002 

0.04 0.01 
0.39 1.27 
0.66 0.73 
0.15 0.03 
0.00 0.00 
0.05 0.07 

0.04 0.01 
0.34 1.18 
0.60 0.73 
0.14 0.03 
0.00 0.00 
0.02 0.07 

0.00 0.00 
0.05 0.17 
0.07 0.01 
0.01 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.03 0.00 
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Data Collection and Scoring 
The 2002 rcading asscssment was con- 
ducted from January to March 2002. Data 
collcction for the 2002 assessment at both 
thc national and statc lcvcls was conductcd 
by trained field staff from Westat. 

shippcd to NCS Pearson, whcrc trained 
staff cvaluatcd the rcsponscs to thc con- 
structcd-response qucstions using scoring 
rubrics or guides prepared by ETS. Each 
constructcd-rcsponse question had a 
unique scoring guide that defined the 
criteria used to evaluate students’ re- 
sponscs. Thc cxtcndcd constructcd-rc- 
sponse questions were evaluated with four- 
and fivc-lcvcl guidcs, and almost all of thc 
short constructed-rcsponse questions 
wcrc rated according to thrcc-lcvcl guidcs 
that permittcd partial crcdit. Othcr short 
constructed-response questions were 
scored as either acceptable or unacceptablc. 

For the 2002 rcading assessmcnt, 
4,023,861 constructed rcsponscs wcrc 
scored. This numbcr includes rcscoring to 
monitor interrater reliability. The within- 
year average perccntage of exact agreement 
for the 2002 national reliability sample was 
92 percent at fourth grade, 91 percent at 
eighth grade, and 90 percent at twelfth 
grade. 

Subsequent to the professional scoring, all 
information was transcribed into the 
NAEP database at ETS. Each processing 
activity was conducted with rigorous 
quality control. Aftcr the assessment 

Matcrials from thc 2002 asscssment were 

Data Analysis and IRT Scaling 

information was compiled in the database, 
the data werc wcighted according to the 
population structure. The weighting for the 
national sample reflected the probability of 
selcction for each student as a result of thc 
sampling dcsign, adjusted for nonrcsponse.’ 

The procedure used for sample weighting 
in the state assessments is similar to that 
uscd in national samplcs. Howevcr, there is 
one important differcncc: because there is 
no oversampling of high-minority schools 
in state samples, the weighting proccss 
does not need to adjust for such a procedure. 

Analyses were then conducted to 
dctcrminc the pcrcentagcs of studcnts who 
gave various responses to each cognitive 
and background question. In determining 
these percentages for the cognitive ques- 
tions, a distinction was made between 
missing responscs at the end of a block 
(i.e., missing responses subsequent to the 
last qucstion the studcnt answcrcd) and 
missing responses prior to the last observed 
responsc. Missing rcsponses beforc the last 
observcd responsc wcrc considcrcd intcn- 
tional omissions. In analysis, omitted 
responscs to multiple-choice itcms wcrc 
scored as fracuonally correct.9 For con- 
structcd-responsc itcms, omitted responscs 
were placed into the lowest score category. 
Missing responses at the end of the block 
wcrc considered “not reachcd’’ and treatcd 
as if the questions had not been presented 
to the student. In calculating response 
percentages for each qucstion, only stu- 
dents classificd as having been prcsentcd 
thc question were included in the dcnomi- 
nator of the statistic. 

Weighting procedures are described more fully in the TUeighting and Variance Estimation” section later in this 
document. Additional information about the use of weighting procedures, will be included in the technical 
documentation section of the NAEP web site at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard. 
Lord, E hl. (1980). Applications of Item Response Thcoy to Practicaf Testing Problems, p. 229. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbautn Associates. 
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Tt is standard NAEP practice to treat all 
nonrespondents to thc last question in a 
block as if they had not reached the ques- 
tion. For multiple-choice and short con- 
structed-rcsponse questions, this practicc 
produces a reasonable pattern of results in 
that the proportion reaching the last ques- 
tion is not dramatically smaller than the 
proportion reaching the next-to-last ques- 
tion. However, for reading blocks that 
ended with extended constructed-response 
questions, the standard practice could 
result in extremely large drops in the 
proportion of students attempting some of 
the final questions. Therefore, for blocks 
ending with an cxtcnded constructed- 
response question, students who answered 
the nest-to-last question but did not 
respond to thc extended constructcd- 
response question were classified as having 
intentionally omitted the last question. 

Item Response Theory (IRT) was used to 
estimate average reading scale scores for 
the nation and for various subgroups of 
interest within the nation. IRT models the 
probability of answering a question in a 
certain way as a mathematical function of 
proficiency or skill. The main purpose of 
IRT analysis is to providc a common scale 
on which performance can be compared 
among groups such as those defined by 
characteristics, including gendcr and race/ 
ethnicity, even when students receive 
different blocks of items. One desirable 
feature of IR'r is that it locates items and 
students on this common scale. In contrast 
to classical test theory, IRT does not rely 
solely on the total number of correct item 
responses, but uses the particular patterns 
of student responses to items in determin- 
ing the student location on the scale. As a 
result, adding to the assessment items that 
function at a particular point on the scale 

does not change the location of the stu- 
dents on the scale, even though students 
may respond correctly to more items. It 
does increase the relative precision with 
which students are measured, particularly 
those students whose scale locations are 
close to the additional items. 

The results for 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000 
and 2002 are prcscnted on the NAEP 
reading scales. In 1992, a scale ranging 
from 0 to 500 was created to report perfor- 
mance for cach reading purpose - literary 
and information at grade 4; and literary, 
information, and task at grades 8 and 12. 
The scales summarize student performance 
across all three types of questions in the 
assessment (multiple-choice, short con- 
structed-response, and extended con- 
structed-response). Results from subse- 
quent reading assessments (1994, 1998, 
2000, and 2002) are reported on these scales. 

Each rcading scale was initially based on 
the distribution of student performance 
across all three grades in the 1992 national 
assessment (gradcs 4, 8, and 12). In that 
year, the scales had an average of 250 and 
a standard deviation of 50. In addition, a 
composite scale was created as an overall 
measure of students' reading performance. 
This composite scale is a weighted average 
of the three separate scales for the three 
reading purposes. The weight for each 
reading purpose is proportional .to the 
relative importance assigned to the reading 
purpose by the specifications developed 
through thc consensus planning proccss 
and given in the framework. 

In producing the reading scales, three 
distinct IRT models were used. Multiple- 
choice questions were scaled using the' 
three-parameter logistic (3PL) model; short 
constructed-response questions rated as 

l o  Muraki, E. (1992). A Generaked Partial Credit Model Application of an Ehl Algorithm. App/iedP@ological 
Meusurcment, 76(2), 159-176. 
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acceptable or unacceptable were scaled 
using the two-parameter logstic (2PL) 

and the three purposes for reading (reading 
for information; reading for literary experi- 

model; and short constructed-response 
questions rated according to a three-level 
guide, as well as extcndcd constructed- 
response questions rated on a four- or five- 
level guide, were scaled using a General- 
ized Partial-Credit (GPC) model.” Devel- 
oped by ETS and first used in 1992, the 
GPC model permits the scaling of ques- 
tions scored according to multipoint rating 
schemes. The model takes hull advantage 
of the information available from each of 
the student response categories used for 
these more comple.. constructed-response 
questions.” 

The reading scale is composed of three 
types of questions: multiple-choice, short 
constructed-response (scored either di- 
chotomously or allowing for partial credit), 
and extended constructed-response (scored 
according to a partial-credit model). Unfor- 
tunatelx’the question of how much infor- 
mation different types of questions contrib- 
ute to the reading scale has no simple 
answer. The information provided by a 
given question is determined by the IRT 
model used to scale the question. It is a 
hnction of thc itcm paramcters and varies 
by level of reading proficiency.’* Thus, the 
answer to the query “How much informa- 
tion do the diffcrent types of questions 
provide?” will differ for each level of 
reading performance. When considering the 
composite reading scale, the answer is even 
more complicated. The reading data are 
scaled separately by the two purposes for 
reading (reading for information and 
reading for literary experience) for grade 4, 

ence; and reading to perform a task) for 
grades 8 and 12, resulting in two or three 
separate subscales at cach grade. The 
composite scale is a weighted combination 
of these subscales. IRT information func- 
tions are only strictly comparable when the 
item parameters are estimated together. 
Because the composite scale is based on 
three separate estimation runs, there is no 
direct way to compare the information 
provided by the questions on the composite 
scale. 

Because of the PBIB spiraling design 
used by N a p ,  students do not receive 
enough questions about a specific topic to 
provide reliable information about indi- 
vidual performance. (For more information 
on PBIB spiraling, see “The Assessment 
Design” section presented earlier in this 
appendix.) Traditional test scores for 
individual students, even those based on 
IRT, would result in misleading estimates 
,of population characteristics, such as 
subgroup means and percentages of stu- 
dents at or above a certain scale-score 
level. However, it is NAEP’s goal to 
cstimate thcsc population charactcristics. 
As discussed by Mislevy and Sheehan 
(1987)”, NAEP’s objectives can be 
achieved with methodologics that produce 
estimates of the population-level param- 
eters directly, without the intermediary 
computation of estimates of individuals. 
This is accomplished using marginal esti- 
mation scaling model techniques for latent 
variables. Under the assumptions of the 
scaling models, these population estimates 

l1 More detailed hiformatioii regardkig die IRT analyses used hi NAEP will be included 111 die teclulical docutnenta- 
tion sectioii of tlie NAEP web site at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard. 

* *  Doiiogliue, J. R (1994). An Empirical Examination of the IRT Idomlation of Polytoniously Scored Reading 
Items Under tlie Generalized Partial Credit Model. ]ournu1 of Educutionul Mcusurcmcnt, 37(4), 295-311. 

l 3  Mislevy, R. J., mid Sheehan, K M. (1987). Marginal Estiniation Procedures. In A. E. Beaton (Ed.) Iqfementing the 
Now Design: The iU4EP 1983-1984 Technicul Report. Rcport, No. 15-TR-20, pp. 293-260. Princeton, NJ: Educa- 
tional Testing Service. 
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will be consistent in the sense that the 
estimates approach the model-based 
population values as the sample size 
increases. This would not be the case for 
population estimates obtained by aggregat- 
ing optimal estimates of individual perfor- 
mance.14 

Item Mapping Procedures 
The reading performance of fourth-, 
eighth-, and twelfth-graders can be illus- 
trated by “item maps,” which position 
question or “item” descriptions dong the 
NAEP reading scale at each grade. Each 
question shown is placed at the point on 
the scale where questions are likely to be 
answered successfully by students. The 
descriptions used on these item maps focus 
on the reading knowledge or skill needed to 
answer the question. For multiple-choice 
questions, the description indicates the 
knowledge or skill demonstrated by selec- 
tion of the correct option; for constructcd- 
response questions, the description takes 
into account the knowledge or skill speci- 
fied by the different levels of scoring 
criteria for that question. 

To map questions to particular points on 
the N-AEP reading scale, a response prob- 
ability convention was adopted that would 
divide those who had a higher probability 
of success from those who had a lower 
probability. Establishing a response prob- 
ability convention has an impact on the 
mapping of the test questions onto die 
reading scale. A lower boundary conven- 
tion maps the reading questions at lower 
points along the scale, and a higher bound- 
ary convention maps the same questions at 
higher points on the scale. The underlying 
distribution of reading skills in the popula- 
tion does not change, but the choice of a 
response probability convention does have 

an impact on the proportion of the student 
population that is reported as “able to do” 
the questions on the reading scales. 

There is no obvious choice of a point 
along the probability scale that is clearly 
superior to any other point. If the conven- 
tion were set with a boundary at 50 per- 
cent, those above the boundary would be 
more likely to get a question right than get 
it wrong, while those below the boundary 
would be more likely to get the question 
wrong than right. Although this convention 
has some intuitive appeal, it was rejected 
on the grounds that having a 50:50 chance 
of getting the question right shows an 
insufficient degree of mastery. If the 
convention were set with a boundary at 80 
percent, students above the criterion would 
have a high probability of success with a 
question. However, many students below 
this criterion show some level of reading 
ability that would be ignored by such a 
stringent criterion. In particular, those in 
the range between 50 and 80 percent 
correct would be more likely to get the 
question right than wrong, yet would not be 
in the group described as “able to do” the 
question. 

In a compromise between the 50 percent 
and the 80 percent conventions, NAEP has 
adopted two related response probability 
conventions for all its subjects: 65 percent 
for constructed-response questions (where 
guessing is not a factor) and 74 percent for 
multiple-choice questions (to adjust for the 
possibility of answering correctly by 
guessing). These probability conventions 
were established, in part, based on an 
intuitive judgment that they would 
provide the best picture of students’ 
reading skills. 

l 4  For theoretical and empirical justlticatio~i of the procedures employed, see Mislevy, R J. (1988). Randomization- 
Based Illfereuces About Latent Variables From Complex Samples. Pgychomcirik~, 56(2), 177-196. 
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Some additional support for the dual 
conventions adopted by NAEP was pro- 
vided by H ~ y n h . ' ~  He examined the IRT 
information provided by items, according 
to the IRT model used in scaling N B P  
questions. Following Bock, Huynh decom- 
posed the item information into that 
provided by a correct response [P(0) I@)] 
and that provided by an incorrect response 
[(1- P(0)) Huynh showed that the 
item information 'provided by a correct 
response to a constructed-response item is 
maximized at the point along the reading 
scale at which the probability of a correct 
response is 0.65 (for multiple-choice items, 
thc information provided by a correct 
response is maximized at the point at which 
the probability of getting the item correct is 
0.74). It should be noted, howcvcr, that 
maximizing the item information I(€)), 
rather than the information provided by a 
correct response [l?(0) I(0)], would imply an 
item mapping criterion closer to 50 percent. 

The results in this report are presented in 
terms of the composite reading scale. 
However, the reading assessment was 
scaled separately for the two purposes for 
reading at grade 4 and the three purposes 
for reading at grades 8 and 12. The com- 
posite scale is a weighted combination of 
the kvo or three subscales for the two or 
three purposcs for reading. To obtain item 
map information, a procedure developed by 
Donoghue was used.I7 This method models 
the relationship between the item response 
function for the subscale and the subscale 
structure to derive the relationship between 

the item score and the composite scale (i.e., 
an item response function for the compos- 
ite scale). This item response function is 
then used to derive the probability used in 
the mapping. 

Weighting and Variance 
Estimation 
A complex sampling design was used to 
select the students who were assessed. 
The properties of a sample selected 
through such a design could be very differ- 
ent from those of a simple random sample, 
in which every student in the target popula- 
tion has an equal chance of selection and 
in which the observations from different 
sampled students can be considered to be 
statistically independent of one another. 
Therefore, the properties of the sample for 
the data collection design were taken into 
account during the analysis of the assess- 
ment data. 

One way that the properties of the 
sample design were addressed was by using 
sampling weights to account for the fact 
that the probabilities of selection wcre not 
identical for all students. A1 population 
and subpopulation characteristics based on 
the assessment data were estimated using 
sampling weights. These weights included 
adjustments for school and student 
nonresponse. 

Prior to 2002, the national samples used 
weights that had been poststratified to the 
Census or Current Population Survey (CPS) 
totals for the populations being assessed. 
There were concerns about the availability 
of appropriate targets for poststratification 

HuyS,  H. (1994, October). Some TcchntrafAsper~ 4 StanLrd Setting. Paper presented at the Joint Conference on 
Standard Setting for Large-Scale Assessment, Waslington, DC. 

Latent Categories. Psychomefrika, 37, 29-51. 

of tlie Arnericw Educational Research Association, Chicago, IL. 

l6 Bock, R D. (1972). Estimating Item Parameters and Latent Ability Wheu Responses are Scored in Two or More 

l7 Douogliue, J. R. (1997, March). Item Mappitg to a WciglJted Coqbosite Scale. Paper preseilted at tlie annual meeting 
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in the 2002 assessment and in the hture 
due to changes in the reporting of race in 
the 2000 Census. Therefore, in 2002, it was 
decided that in the analysis of national 
samplcs non-poststratificd weights would 
be used. In linking the 2002 NAEP reading 
results to the existing NAEP reading 
reporting scale, non-poststratified weights 
were used throughout the process. This 
resulted in a slight change to the 1998 
National Reading and 2000 National 
Reading NAEP achievement scores that 
had been reported previously. The NAEP 
state samples have always been analyzed 
using non-poststratified weights since there 
were no targets available from CPS to use 
in poststratification. There were no changes 
to the reported 1998 NAEP state reading 
achievement rcsults duc to this changc in 
the sample weighting procedures. . 

Not only must appropriate estimates of 
population characteristics be derived, but 
appropriate measures of the degree of 
uncertainty must be obtained for those 
statistics. livo components of uncertainty 
are accounted for in the variability of 
statistics based on student ability: 1) the 
uncertainty due to sampling only a rela- 
tively small number of students, and 2) the 
Uncertainty due to sampling only a portion 
of the cognitive domain of interest. The 
first componcnt accounts for the variability 
associated with the estimated percentages 
of students who had certain background 
characteristics or who answered a certain 
cognitive question correctly. 

Because NilEP uses complex sampling 
procedures, conventional formulas for 
cstirnating sampling variability that assume 
simple random sampling are inappropriate. 

NAEP uses a jackknife replication proce- 
dure to estimate standard errors. The 
jackknife standard error provides a reason- 
able measure of uncertainty for any student 
information that can be observed without 
error. However, because each student 
typically responds to only a few questions 
within any theme of reading, the scale 
score for any single student would be 
imprecise. In this case, NAEP’s marginal 
estimation methodology can be used to 
describe the performance of groups and 
subgroups of students. The estimate of the 
variance of the students’ posterior scale 
score distributions (which reflect the 
imprecision duc to lack of measurcmcnt 
accuracy) is computed. This component of 
variability is then included in the standard 
errors of N M P  scale 

Typically, when the standard error is 
based on a small number of students or 
when the group of students is enrolled in a 
small number of schools, the amount of 
uncertainty associated with the estimation 
of standard errors may be quite large. 
Estimates of standard errors subject to a 
large degree of uncertain+ are followed by 
the ‘ I ! ”  symbol to indicate that the nature 
of thc sample docs not allow accurate 
determination of the variability of the 
statistic. In such cases, the standard er- 
rors-and any confidencc intervals or 
significance tests involving these standard 
errors-should be interpreted cautiously. 
Additional details concerning procedures 
for identifying such standard errors will be 
discussed in the technical documentation 
section of the NAEP web site at http:// 
nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard. 

* For further detds, see Johnson, E. G., and Rust, K. F. (1392). Population Inferences and Variance Estimation for 
NAEP Data. Journal ./ Educational Statistics, 17(2), 175-190. 
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The reader is reminded that, as with 
findings from all surveys, NAEP results are 
subject to other kinds of error, including 
the effects of imperfect adjustment for 
student and school nonresponse and 
unknowable effects associated with the 
particular instrumentation and data collec- 
tion methods. Nonsampling errors can be 
attributed to a number of sources- 
inability to obtain complete information 
about all selected schools in the sample 
(some students or schools refused to 
participate, or students participated but 
answered only certain questions); ,ambigu- 
ous definitions; differences in interpreting 
questions; inability or unwillingness to give 
correct background information; mistakes 
in recording, coding, or scoring data; and 
othcr errors in collecting, processing, 
sampling, and estimating missing data. The 
extent of nonsampling errors is difficult to 
estimate and, because of their nature, the 
impact of such errors cannot be reflected in 
the data-based estimates of uncertainty 
provided in NAEP reports. 

.Drawing Inferences 
from the Results 

The reportcd statistics are estimates and 
arc thcrcfore subject to a measure of 
uncertainty. There are two sourccs of such 
uncertainty. First, NAEP uses a sample of 
students rather than testing all students. 
Second, all assessments have some amount 
of uncertainty related to the fact that they 
cannot ask all questions that might be 
asked in a content area. The magnitude of 
this uncertainty is rcflectcd in thc standard 
error of each of the estimates. When the 
percentages or average scale scores of 
certain groups are compared, thc cstimated 
standard error should be taken into ac- 
count, and observed similarities or differ- 
ences should not be relied on solely. There- 

fore, the comparisons are based on statisti- 
cal tests that consider thc cstimatcd stan- 
dard errors of those statistics and the 
magnitude of the differcnce among the 
averages or percentages. 

For the data presented in this report, all 
the estimates have corresponding estimatcd 
standard crrors of the estimatcs. For 
example, table A.20 shows the average 
national scale score for the NAEP 1992- 
2002 national assessments and table A.21 
shows the pcrcentage of students within 
each achievement-level range and at or 
above achievement levels. In both tables, 
estimated standard errors appear in paren- 
theses next to each estimated scale score or 
pcrcentage. Additional examples of esti- 
mated standard errors corresponding with 
results includcd in this report are prescntcd 
in tables A.22, A.23, and A.24. For the 
estimated standard errors corresponding to 
other data in this report, the reader can go 
to the data tool on the NCES web site at 
http://nces.cd.gov/nationsrcportcard/ 
naepdata/. 

Using confidcncc intervals based on the 
standard crrors provides a way to take into 
account the uncertainty associated with 
sample estimates and to make infercnccs 
about the population averages and percent- 
ages in a manner that reflects that uncer- 
tainty. An estimated sample average scale 
score plus or minus 1.96 standard errors 
approximates a 95 percent confidence 
interval for the corresponding population 
quantity. This statement means that one 
can conclude with an approximately 95 
percent level of confidence that the aver- 
age performance of the entire population 
of interest (e.g., all fourth-grade students in 
public and nonpublic schools) is within 
plus or minus 1.96 standard errors of the 
sample average. 
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For cxamplc, suppose that the average 
rciiding scale score of the students in ii 

piirticular group was 256 with an estimated 
standx-d error of  1.2. rh approximately 95 
percent confidence interval for the popula- 
tion quantity would be as follows: 

A4vcrage 1.96 standard errors 

256 t 1.96 X 1.2 

256 5 2.4 

(253.6, 258.4) 

Thus, one can conclude with a 9-5 
percent lcvcl of confidence that the aver- 
age sc;ile score for the entire population of  
students in that group is lxtween 253.6 and 
258.4. It should bc noted that this example 
and the cx;implcs in the following sections 

are illustrative. Llore precise estimates 
carried out to one or  more decimal places 
are used in the actual analyses. 

Similar confidence intervals can be 
constructed for percentages, if the percent- 
ages are not extremely large or extremely 
small. Extreme percentages should be 
interpreted with caution. ‘4dding or sub- 
tracting the standard errors associated with 
extreme pcrcent;iges could cause the 
confidence interval to exceed 100 percent 
or  fall below 0 percent, resulting in num- 
bers that are not meaningful. A more 
complete discussion of extreme percent- 
ages will appear in the technical documen- 
tation section of the NAEP web site at 
h ttp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard. 

Table A.20 Average reading scale scores and standard errors, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 

Accommodations not permitted Accommodations permitted 1 
1992 1994 1998 2000 1998 2000 2002 

217(0.9) 214(1.0) * 217(0.8) 217(0.8)’ 215(1.1) * 213(1.3)’ 219(0.4) 

- 264 (0.4) 

292(0.6) * 287(0.7) 291 (0.7) * - 290(0.6) * - 207 (0.7) 
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Table A.21 Percentage of students and standard errors, by reading achievement level, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 

Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Accommodations not permitted 

Accommodations permitted 

Accommodations not permitted 

Actommodations permitted 

1992 
1994 
1998 
2000 

1998 
2000 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

1992 
1994 
1998 

1998 
2002 

Below Boric 

38(1.1) 
40(1.0) * 
38 (0.9) 
37 (0.8) 

40(1.2) * 

41 (1.4) * 

36 (0.5) 

31 (1.0) * 

30(0.9) * 
26 (0.9) 

27(0.8) * 

25 (0.5) 

20(0.6) ' 
25 (0.7) 
23(0.9) * 

24(0.7) * 
26 (0.8) 

At Basic 

34 (0.9) 
31 (0.7) * 

32 (0.7) 
31 (0.9) 

30 (0.8) ' 
30(1.1) * 
32 (0.3) 

40(0.7) * 

40(0.7) * 

41 (0.8) * 

41 (0.9) 
43 (0.4) 

39 (0.7) 
38 (0.7) 
37 (0.8) 

36 (0.6) 
38 (0.6) 

At Proficient 

22(0.9) * 

22 (0.8) 
24 (0.7) 
24 (0.8) 

22 (0.8) ' 
23 ( I  .O) 
24 (0.3) 

26 ( I  .O) 
27(0.8) * 

31 (0.9) 

30 (0.9) 
30 (0.5) 

36(0.8) * 
32 (0.9) 
35(1.0) * 

35(0.8) * 

31 (0.8) 

At Advanced 

6 (0.6) 
7 (0.7) 
7 (0.5) 
8 (0.5) 

7 (0.5) 
7 (0.6) 
7 (0.2) 

3 (0.3) 
3 (0.3) 
3 (0.4) 

3 (0.3) 
3 (0.2) 

4 (0.3) 
4 (0.5) 

At or above 
Basic 

62 (1 .I ) 
60 (1 .O) * 

62 (0.9) 
63 (0.8) 

60(1.2) 
59 (1.4) * 
64 (0.5) 

69(1.0) * 

70(0.9) * 

74 (0.9) 

73(0.8) * 
75 (0.5) 

EO(0.6) 
75 (0.7) 

6 (0.4) 77 (0.9) * 

6 (0.4) * 
5 (0.3) 74 (0.8) 

76 (0.7) * 

I At or above 
Proficient 

29(1.2) * 

30(1.1) 
31 (0.9) 
32 (0.9) 

29 (0.9) * 
29 (1.1) 
31 (0.4) 

29(1.1) * 

30(0.9) * 
33 (0.9) 

32(1.1) 
33 (0.5) 

40 (0.8) * 

36 ( I  .O) 
40(0.9) ' 

40(0.7) * 

36 (0.8) 
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Table A.22 Average reading scale scores and standard errors, by race/ethnicity and eligibility for free/reduced-price 
school lunch, grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 

information 
Eligible Not eligible not available 

White 21 5 (0.6) 233 (0.4) 234(1.1) 
Black 193 (0.5) 212 (1.0) 206(1.9) 

Hispanic 195 (1.8) 216 (1.3) 207(3.1) 
AsiadPacific Islander 212(3.0) 234 ( I  .5) 222 (3.3) 

American Indian/Alasko Native 201 (2.3) 219(2.2) 200 (6.8) 

White 260 (0.6) 275 (0.5) 279 ( I  .4) 
Black 239 (0.7) 256 (1.1) 251 (2.6) 

Hispanic 244 ( I  . I )  256 ( I  5) 249 (2.3) 
Asim/Pacific Islander 249 (3.4) 274 ( I  .5) 276 (3.6) 

American IndianlAlaska Native 240(4.8) 265 (2.1) 155 (5.2) ! 

White 283 (2.0) 292 (0.9) 298 ( I  .4) 
Block 260 ( I  .7) 272 (1.6) 273 (3.2) 

Hispanic 266 (2.2) 278(1.9) 280 (3.8) 
296 (3.8) ! - AsiodPacific Islander 274 (4.3) 288 (2.8) 

*f. *u American Indian/Aloska Native 

I 
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Table A.23 Average reading scale scores and standard errors, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

1998 1998 2002 
Nation (Public) 1 261 (0.8) 261 (0.8) * 263 (0.5) 

Alabama 255 ( I  .3) 255 (I  .4) 253(1.3) 
Arizona 261 (1.2) * 260 (1.1) 257(1.3) 

Arkansas 256 (1.3) * 256 (I .3) * 260 (I. I )  
California 253 ( I  .7) 252 (I  .6) 250 (1.8) 
tolorado 264 (I  .I ) 264 ( I  .O) - 

Connecticut 272(1.1) *,** 270 (1.0) * 267 (1.2) 
Delaware 256 (I  .3) *,** 254(1.3) *** 267 (0.5) 

Florida 253 (I  .7) *,** 255 (1.4) *ow 261 (1.6) 
Georgia 257 (I  .4) 257 (I  .4) 258 (1 .O) 

Hawaii 250 (I  .3) 249 (1.0) * 252 (0.9) 
Idaho - - 266 (I  . I )  

Indiana - - 265 (I  .3) 
Konsas 4 268 ( I  .2) 268 ( I  .4) 269 ( I  .3) 

Kentucky 262 (1.3) 262 (1.4) 265(1.0) 
Louisiana 252 (I  3) * 252 ( I  .4) * 256 (1.5) 

Maine 273 (1.2) 271 (1.2) 270 (0.9) 
Maryland 262 (1.8) 261 (1.8) 263 (1 -7) 

Massachusetts 269 ( I  .6) 269 (1.4) 271 (1.3) 
Michigan - - 265 (I  .6) 

Minnesota 4 267 (I  .3) 265 (I  .4) - 
Mississippi 251 (1.4) * 251 (1.2) * 255(0.9) 

Missouri 263 (1.3) *-** 262 ( I  .3) *sU 268 (1.0) 
Montana 4 270 (I  . I )  271 (1.3) 270 (I  .O) 
Nebraska - - 270 (0.9) 

Nevoda 257 (I  . I )  *,* 258 (1.0) fn 251 (0.8) 
New Mexico 258(1.2) * ZSt(1.2) *,** 254 (I  .O) 
' New York 1 266 (I  .6) 265 ( I  .5) 264 ( I  5) 

North Carolina 264 ( I  . I )  262 ( I  . I )  265(1.1) 
North Dakoto - - 268 (0.8) 

Ohio - - 268 (I  .6) 
Oklahoma 265 (1.3) * 265(1.2) * 262 (0.8) 

Oregon 266 ( I  .4) 266(1.5) 268 (1.3) 
Pennsylvania - - 265 (I  .O) 
Rhode Island 262 ( I  .O) 264l0.9) * 262 (0.8) 

South Carolina 255 ( I  .3) 255 ( I  .I 1 258 (1.1 1 
Tennessee + 259 ( I  .3) 258 ( I  .2) 260 ( I  .4) 

Texas 262 ( I  5) 261 (1.4) 262(1.4) 
Utah 265 (1.1) 263 (I  .O) 263(1.1) 

Vermont - - 272 (0.9) 
Virginia 266 (I  .1) 266(l.l) 269 (I  .O) 

Washington + 265 (1.3) 264 (I  .2) * 268 (1.2) 
West Virginia 262 (1.2) 262 (I .O) 264 (I  .O) 

Wisconsin t 266(1.6) 265(1.8) - 
Wyoming 262 (I  .3) 263 (I  .3) 265 (0.7) 

American Samoa - - 198 (1.7) 
District of Columbio 236 (2.0) 236 (2.1 ) 240 (0.9) 

DDESS 269 (3.3) 268 (4.5) 272(1.0) 
DoDDS 269 ( I  .O) **** 269 (1 .O) *a** 273 (0.6) 
Guam - - 240 (I  2) 

Virgin Islands 233 (2.9) * 231 (2.1) *** 241 (I  .3) 

Other Jurisdictions 

- inbesthut the pisdkbontd not pdipata or &I not meet minimum pmiitipahn&iinesfmrepwling. 
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Table A.24 Percentages of students at or above Proficient and standard errors, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By state, 
1998 and 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alobamo 

Arizona 
Arkonsos 
California * 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delowore 

Florid0 
Georgia 
Howoii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Kansas 4 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Moine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Mithigon 

Minnesota * 
Mississippi 

Misauri 
Montono * 
Nebrosko 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York * 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon * 
Pennsylvania 

I Rhode Island 
South Carolina 

Tennessee * 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington # 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 4 
Wyoming 

Other Jurirdittions 
American Samoa 

District of Columbia 
DDESS 

DoDDS 
Guom 

Virgin Islands 

White 
kcommodations Accommodations 

not pennitted 
1998 

38 (1.2) 
28(1.8) 
37 (1.8) 
28(1.5) * 
35 (3.0) 
37 (1.8) 
49 (1.5) 
31 (2.0) *,** 
31 (2.1) 
34 (2.5) 
31 (2.8) - 
- 

39(1.9) 
31 (1.8) 
26 ( I  .9) 
42 (1.8) 
41 (2.6) 
41 (2.4) 

39 (1.9) 
29 (1.9) 
32 (1.6) 
40 (1.6) 

30 (1.5) 
37 (2.3) 
45 (3.0) 
40(1.8) 

33 (2.0) 
36(2.1) 

33 (1.5) 
30 (1.6) 
31 (2.0) 
38 (2.4) 
32 (1.2) 

41 (1.8) 
35(2.0) 
28 (1.2) 
37(2.2) 
31 (1.7) 

- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
"I") 

45(3.8) 
45 (3.8) 

"I") 
- 

permitted 
1998 

37(1.3) 
29 (2.6) 
35 (1.8) 
29 (1.7) 
35 (3.0) 
36I1.4) 
47 (1.7) 
30 (2.0) *,*' 
30(2.1) 
35 (2.0) 
30 (2.6) 
- 
- 

40 (2.0) 
32(1.7) 
25 (2.2) * 
42 (1.8) 
41 (2.9) 
43 (1.9) 

39 (1.9) 
28 (2.2) 
31 (1.8) * 
42 (1.7) 

29 (1.7) 
3611.9) 
44 (2.2) 
39 (1.7) 

34 (2.2) 
37 (2.2) 

35 (1.5) 
30(1.4) 
32 (1.9) 
38 (2.6) 
32 (1.5) 

42(1.6) 
35(1.9) 
28(1.1) 
37 (1.8) 
32 (1.6) 

- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
T I  

48 (5.5) 
45 (2.3) 

TI 
- 

2002 
39 (0.7) 
30 (1.8) 
32 (2.4) 
34 (1.8) 
33 (3.1 ) 

48 (1.7) 
42(1.1) 
36 (2.4) 
35(1.8) 
30 (2.6) 
35(2.2) 
34 (1.6) 
42 (1.9) 
33(1.6) 
32 (2.0) 
38(1.1) 
44 (2.7) 
47 (1.8) 
3711.5) 

31 (2.4) 
37 (1.7) 
40(1.9) 
40(1.3) 
25 (1.6) 
32 (2.6) 
43 (2.7) 
42(2.1) 
35 (1.3) 
40 (2.2) 
33(1.7) 
39(1.9) 
40( 1.7) 
36 (1.3) 
35 (2.1 ) 
3311.7) 
47 (2.8) 
35(1.3) 
40 (1.5) 
46(1.8) 
40 (2.0) 
30(1.6) 

33(1.2) 

"I") 
"I") 

48 (4.1) 
48 (2.1) 
T) 
"I") 

- 

- 

- 
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Black 
kcommodations Accommodotionr 

not permitted 
1998 

11 (1.3) 
7(1.4) 

10 (4.0) 
a(l.8) 

12 (3.2) 
9 (3.7) ! 

10 (2.9) 
lO(1.9) 
7(1.3) * 
911.5) 
T I  

17 (9.3) 
9 (2.9) 
6(1.3) 
"I") 
11 (1.5) 
13(3.8) 

8 (4.5) 
8(1.1) 
8 (2.6) 
YT 

10 (3.0) 
TI 

12 (2.2) 
13 (2.1 1 

12 (3.5) 
10 (6.4) 

lS(5.5) 
tl(1.1) 
6(1.4) 

1213.7) 
"I") 

13 (2.1 I 
14(4.9) 
11 (6.1) 
8 (3.0) 
T I  

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
9(1.2) 

21 (6.0) 
24(2.2) 

9 (2.9) 
- 

permitted 
1998 2002 

11 (1.6) 13(0.7) 
E(1.3) 7(0.9) 

12(4.3) 12(4.3) 
S(1.8) 6(1.8) 
9 (2.5) 13 (4.3) 

10 (3.7) - 
11 (2.9) 9 (1.9) 
9(1.3) * 1411.2) 
7(1.3)* 14(1.7) 

lO(1.3) 14(1.5) 
7") M(7.9) - "1") 
- 12(2.6) 

20(8.4) 12(3.2) 
11 (3.1) 14(3.0) 

~ 6(1.2) 9(1.2) 
T I  -IM) 
lO(1.7) 13(1.6) 
12 (3.8) 12 (2.8) 
- 13(3.1) 

7 (3.4) ! - 
E(1.1) 7(1.0) 
9 (1.7) 13 (2.6) 

~ "0 T) 
- 11 (3.5) 

lO(3.4) 7(1.9) 
, "I") "I7 

lO(1.7) 1213.0) 
12(1.7) 11 (1.3) 

- " I " )  - , 13(3.5)! 
14(2.5) E(2.5) 
lO(5.6) ! "I") 
- S(l.2) 

12(4.5) 12(4.8) 
9(1.0) 9(1.3) 
7(1.7) 11 (1.7) 

12 (2.5) 15 (2.3) 
"1") 7-1 
- "I") 

13(22) lj(1.7) 
13(4.7) lE(4.2) 
11 (4.1) lO(4.8) 
lO(4.4) - 
"r") T I  

- "I") 
9(1.1) E(0.9) 

20 (7.6) 19 (3.9) 
22 (5.4) 24 (2.7) 

- " I " )  
E(1.9) 7(1.4) 

Hispanic 
kcommodations 

not permitted 

14 (1.5) 
"I") 

12 (1.8) 
Y") 
8 (1.3) 

10 (1.9) 
13(3.1) 
lE(6.3) ! 
1 5 (3.0) 
"I") 
T I  

lS(4.3) ' 

"I") 
TI 
T) 

27 (6.6) 
12(3.3) 

"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
T I  

10 (1 .a) 
1411.6) 
12(2.1) 
"I") 

lO(4.1) 
13 (4.0) 

10 (2.9) 
T I  
"I") 

14(1.8) 
23 (6.4) 

24(8.1) 
12 (4.0) 
"I") 
18 (4.0) ! 
1 5 (3.9) 

I 998 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
lS(7.2) 
37 (6.5) 
26 (5.2) 

"I") 
- 

Accommodations u 
permitted 

1998 
13(1.0) 
"I") 

12 (2.0) 
"*("I 
E(1.4) 

11 (2.2) 
13 (4.5) 
17 (5.9) 
17(3.3) 
"r") 
"I") 

11 (2.4) 
"f") 
"("1 
"("1 

23 (6.3) 
12 (3.0) 

-7-1 
"I") 
"(7 
TI 

9(1.6) 
150.5) 
lO(2.6) 
TI 

16 (4.8) 
15 (3.6) 

10 (3.2) 
"I") 
T I  

14(2.1) 
20 (4.3) 

28(7.11 
11 (2.7) 
"("I 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

2002 
14(0.8) ' 
-7") 

11 (1.6) 
"I") 
10 (1.4) 

10 (2.2) 
14 (2.7) 
20(3.5) 
14(4.9) 
16 (5.3) 
17(3.1) 
rn 

23 (4.5) 
"I") 
"I") 
m 

24 (5.0) ! 
16(2.9) 
m 
"I") 
"("1 
"I") 
14(4.0) 
E(1.6) 

12 (1.2) 
1513.1) 
18 (6.4) 
"I") 
"("1 
14(4.5) 
14 (4.1) 
14(3.6) I 
12(2.1) 
"("1 
7-1 
17 (1.5) 
9 (2.9) 
TI 

23 (5.4) 
20(4.5) 
TI 

- 

- 

19 (5.4) ! - 
19(4.3) 13(3.4) 

- "0 
22 (6.8) 11 (3.4) 
43 (6.3) 37(5.0) 
27 (5.9) 29 (4.6) 
- 7  

W 4U.8) 
See footnotes at end of table. B 
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Table 8.241 Percentages of students at or above Proficient and standard errors, by race/ethnidty, grade 8 public schools: By state, 
1998 and 2002-Continued 

Wation (Public) 
Alaboma 
Arizona 

Arkonsos 
California t 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawoii 
Idaho 

Indian0 
Kansas t 

Kentucky 
Louisiono 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota * 
Misrirsippi 

Missouri 
Montono * 
Nebraska 

Nevodo 
New Mexico 

New York 4 
North Corolino 
North Dakota * 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon t 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Corolino 
Tennessee t 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Woshington 
West Yirginio 

Wiionsin * 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
Americon Samoa 

District of Columbia 
DDESS ' 

DoDDS 
Guom 

Yirgin Islands 

Asian/Pacific Islander 
Lccommodationr Accommodations 
not permitted permitted 

1998 
32 (6.0) 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 

24 (4.7) 
30 (6.6) 
59 (7.6) * 
"I") 
54 (7.0) 
"I") 
16 (1.2) 

"I") 
"I") 
7") 
"I") 

53(7.1) 
35 (7.5) 

21 (7.4) 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 

21 (5.4) 
"I") 

43 (9.5) ! 
"I") 

"I") 
33 (6.9) 

34 (6.2) 
"I") 
"I") 

45 (8.5) 
7") 

43 (8.5) 
32 (4.6) 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 

"I") 
"I") 

29 (4.1) 

T) 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1998  
30(6.1) 
"I") 
T) 
"I") 

25 (3.7) 
25 (7.2) 
58 (8.4) 
T I  

47 (7.6) 
T) 
16 (1.3) 

"I") 
"I") 
*("I 
-7") 
55 (7.5) 
40(6.0) 

16 (4.3) 
"I") 
T I  
"I") 

24 (4.9) 
-7") 

49 (8.4) ! 
T) 

"I") 
35 (7.4) 

30(6.9) 
"I") 
"I") 

43 (8.1 ) 
TI  

38(8.1) 
34 (4.0) 

' "I") 
"I") 
"I") 

T I  
T I  

34 (3.7) 

"I") 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

2002 
34 (2.0) 
T) 
"I") 
"IT 

25 (4.6) 

34 (5.0) 
54 (5.4) 
"I") 

27 (5.5) 
17(1.3) 
7") 
7") 
T) 
T) 
?"I 
"I") 

56 (6.8) 
37 (7.3) 
"I") 

T I  
"I") 
-7-1 
"I") 

24 (4.6) 
"I") 

36 (6.8) ! 
"I*) 
T I  
"I") 
"I") 

41 (5.3) 
27 (7.5) ! 
19 (4.3) 
T) 
"I") 

39 (9.2) ! 
22 (5.3) 
"I") 

50 (5.3) 
39(7.1) 
TI 

"I") 

l(0.7) 
"I") 
"I") 

37 (4.3) 
1011.2) 
"I") 

- 

- 

- 

American Indian/Alaska Native 
ccommodationr Accommodations 
not permitted permltted 

1998 
"I") 
"I") 
10 (4.1) 
"r") 
"I") 
-7-1 
T I  
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 

T-7 
"I") 
"r") 
"I") 
"I") 
"1") 

"I") 
"r") 
T-7 

20 (6.2) 

T I  
10 (2.9) 
T I  

21 (6.0) 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
- 

22i3.8) 
7") 

"I") 
"I") 
"r") 
"I") 
"I") 

"I") 
15 (5.3) 
"0 
"I") 
13 (5.6) ! 

- 

- 

- 
"r") 
"I") 
"I") 

"0 
- 

T) 
11 (4.0) 
"("1 

21 (6.4) I - 
- 

23 (3.7) 
"0 

"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
7") 

TI 
W(7.3) 
"0 
"I") 

12 (4.5) 

- 

- 

- 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") - 

,"I") 

2002 
18 (2.2) 
7 
12 (3.0) ! 
"I") 
"f") 

7 
7 
"I") 
"("1 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
T I  
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 

T I  
"I") 
17 (3.9) ! 
"I") 
"I") 
9(1.9) 
T I  
"0 
19 (6.0) ! 
"r") 

2312.6) 
"f") 
"I") 
TI 
"("1 
T) rn 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"r") 
TI 

lS(4.1) 

"I") 
"I") 
"f") 
"I") 
"I") 
"r") 

- 

- 

- 

Accommodotionr u 
permitted 

2002 
24(4.1) 
"I") 
"I") 
"I? 
"I") 

"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"r") 

24 (3.4) 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 

"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
T I  
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
T) 
"I") 
T) 
"I") 
7") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 
"I") 

"f") 

"I") 
"I") 
44 (6.8) 
39 (3.0) 
T") 
"I") 

- 

- 

- 
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Analyzing Group Differences 
in Averages and Percentages 
Statistical tests determine whether the 
evidence, based on the data from the 
groups in the sample, is strong enough to 
conclude that the averages or percentages 
arc actually diffcrcnt for thosc groups in the 
population. If the evidence is strong (i.e., 
the diffcrcncc is statistically significant), 
thc report dcscribcs the group avcrages or 
percentagcs as being differcnt (e.g., onc 
group performed higher or lower than 
another group), regardless of whether the 
samplc avcrages or pcrccntagcs appcar to 
be approximately the same. The reader is 
cautioned to rely on the results of the 
statistical tests rather than on the apparent 
magnitude of the difference between 
samplc averages or pcrccntagcs when 
determining whether the sample differences 
arc likely to reprcscnt actual diffcrcnccs 
among tlic groups in thc population. 

To determine whether a real difference 
exists between the average scale scores (or 
pcrccntagcs of a ccrtain attributc) for two 
groups in the population, one needs to 
obtain an cstimatc of thc dcgrcc of unccr- 
tainty associated with thc diffcrcnce 
bctwecn thc averagcs (or pcrccntagcs) of 
these groups for the sample. This estimate 
of the degree of uncertainty, called the 
“standard error of the differencc” bctwccn 
the groups, is obtained by taliing the square 
of each group’s standard error, summing 
the squared standard errors, and taking the 
square root of that sum. 
Standard Error of thc Difference = 

* 

SEA, =,/(SEA2 + SE;) 

The standard error of the difference can 
be used, just as the standard error for an 
individual group average or percentage, to 
help determine whether differences among 
groups in thc population are real. Thc 
difference between the averages or percent- 
ages of the two groups plus or minus 1.96 
standard errors of the difference represents 
an approximately 95 percent confidence 
interval. If the resulting interval includes 
zero, there is insufficient evidence to claim 
a real difference between the groups in the 
population. If the interval does not contain 
zero, the difference between the groups is 
statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 

The following example of comparing 
groups addresses the problem of determin- 
ing whether the average reading scale score 
of group A is higher than that of group B. 
The sample estimates of the average scale 
scores and estimated standard errors are as 
follows: 

Group Average Standard 
Scale Score Error 

A 21 8 0.9 
B 216 1.1 

The difference between the estimates of 
the average scale scores of groups A and B 
is two points (218-216). The estimated 
standard error of this difference is 

J(0.9’ + 1.12)  = 1.4 

Thus, an approximately 95 percent 
confidence interval for this difference is 
plus or minus two standard errors of the 
difference. 

2 2 1.96 X 1.4 
2 +- 2.7 

(-0.7, 4.7) 
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The value zero is within the confidence 
intcrml; thcreforc, thcrc is insufficient 
evidence to claim that group A outper- 
formed group B. 

The proccdurc abovc is appropriate to 
use when it is reasonable to assume that 
the groups bcing compared havc bccn 
indepcndcntly samplcd for thc assessrncnt. 
Such an assumption is clearly warrantcd 
whcn comparing results across assessmcnt 
years (e.g., comparing the 1998 and 2002 
results for a particular statc or subgroup) or 
when comparing state results with each 
other). This is the approach used for NAEP 
reports when comparisons involving 
independent groups are made. The assump- 
tion of indcpcndcnce is violated to some 
degree when comparing group results for 
tlic nation or a particular statc (c.g., com- 
paring national 2002 rcsults for males and 
fcmalcs), sincc thcsc samples of studcnts 
havc bccn drawn from thc samc schools. 
When the groups being compared do not 
sharc studcnts (as is thc casc, for cxample, 
comparing males and females) the impact 
of this violation of the independence 
assumption on the outcome of the statisti- 
cal tests is assumed to be small, and N B P  
by convcntion, has, for computational 
convenience, routinely applied the proce- 
dures dcscribed abovc to those cases as well. 

\%cn making comparisons of results for 
groups that share a considerable proportion 
of studcnts in common, it is not appropri- 
ate to ignore such dcpcndcncies. In such 
cases, NAEP has used proccdurcs appro- 
priate to comparing dcpcndcnt groups. 

When the dependence in group results is 
due to the overlap in samplcs (c.g., whcn a 
subgroup is behg compared to a total 
group), a simple modification of the usual 
standard error of thc difference formula 
can be used. The formula for such cases is19: 

whcrep is thc proportion of the total group 
contained in the subgroup. This formula 
was used for this report when a state was 
compared to thc aggrcgate nation or a 
school district was compared to the entire 
state it belongs to. 

The procedures in the previous section and 
the certainty ascribed to intervals (e.g., a 95 
percent confidence interval) are based on 
statistical theory that assumes that only one 
confidence interval or test of statistical 
significance is being performed. However, 
there are times when many different groups 
are being compared (i.e., multiple sets of 
confidence intervals are being analyzed). In 
sets of confidence intervals, statistical 
theory indicates that the certainty associ- 
ated with the entire set of intervals is less 
than that attributable to each individual 
comparison from the set. To hold the 
significance level for the set of compari- 
sons at a particular level (e.g., 0.05), 
adjustments (called “multiplc comparison 
procedures”)20 must be made to the meth- 
ods described in the previous section. One 
such procedure, the Benjamini-Hochberg 
False Discovery Rate (FDR) procedure was 
used to control the certainty level.” 

Conducting Multiple Tests 

l 9  Illis is a special form of the cotiimon formula for standard error of depa~detit samples. The standard fonnula can 

2o hlillcr, R. G. (1981). SirnufrhneouJ S,+zhiticaf Inference ( h d  ed.). New Yo&. Sphger-Verlwg. 
21 

be found, for example, in I s h ,  L. (1995). Sumy Samp/inj. New Sork John Wiley and Sons, Inc. 

Benj‘amini, Y., and Ilochberg, H (1995). Controlhg h e  False Discovery Rate: A Practical and Powerful Approach 
to hlultiple Testing. Joiiriiaf 4 the Ryal  Skrtisticaf Sokeg, Series B, na 1, 289-300. 
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Unlike the other multiple comparison 
procedures that control the familywisc crror 
rate (i.e., the probability of making even 
one false rejection in the set of compari- 
sons), the FDR proccdurc controls thc 
expected proportion of falsely rejected 
hypotheses. Furthermore, the FDR proce- 
dure used in NAEP is considered appropri- 
ately less conservative than familywise 
procedures for large families of compari- 
sons.u Therefore, the FDR procedure is 
more suitable for multiple comparisons in 
NA4El? than other procedures. A detailed 
description of the FDR procedure will 
appear in the technical documentation 

section of the NAEP web site at http:// 
nccs.ed.gov/nationsreportcard. 

To illustrate how the FDR procedure is 
used, consider the comparisons of current 
and previous years’ average reading scale 
scores for the five groups presented in table 
A.25. Note that the difference in average 
scale scores and the estimated standard 
crror of the difference are calculated in a 
way comparable with that of the example 
in the previous section. The test statistic 
shown is thc difference in average scale 
scores divided by the estimated standard 
error of the di€ference. (Rounding of the 
data occurs after the test is done.) 

Table A.25 Example of False Discovery Rate comparisons of average scale scares for different groups of students 

1.29 20 

-0.95 35 

22 Williams, V S. I-., Jones, L. V, and Tulkey, J. W (1999). Controllkg Error iu Multiple Comparisons with Examples 
From State-to-State Differeuces k Educational Achievement. Journa/ of Edurationlll and Behavioral SfafkLc~, 24(1), 
42-69, 
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The difference in average scale scores 
and its estimated standard error can be 
used to find an approximately 95 percent 
Confidence interval as in the example in 
the previous section or they can be used 
to identify a Confidence percentage. In the 
example in the previous section, because 
an approximately 95 percent confidence 
interval was desired, the number 1.96 
was used to multiply the estimated stan- 
dard error of the difference to create the 
approximate Confidence interval. In the 
current example, the confidence interval 
for the test statistics is identified from 
statistical tables. Instead of chcclung to see 
if zero is within the 95 percent Confidence 
interval about the mean, the significance 
level from the statistical tables can be 
directly compared to 100 - 95 = 5 percent. 

If thc comparison of average scale 
scores across PO years was made for only 
one of the five groups, there would be a 
significant difference between the average 
scale scores for the two years if the signifi- 
cance level were less than 5 percent. 
However, because we are interested in the 
difference in average scale scores across the 
two years for all five of the groups, com- 
paring each of the significance levels to 5 
percent is not adequate. Groups of stu- 
dents defined by shared characteristics, 
such as racial/cthnic groups, are treated as 
sets or families when making comparisons. 
However, comparisons of average scale 
scores for each pair of years were treated 
separately, so the steps described in this 
example would be replicated for the com- 
parison of other current and previous year 
average scale scores. 

‘ 

Using the FDR procedure to take into 
account that all comparisons are of interest 
to us, the percents of confidence in the 
example are ordered from largest to small- 
est: 62, 35, 20, 4, and 1. In the FDR 
procedure, 62 percent Confidence for the 
group 4 comparison would be compared to 
5 percent, 35 percent for the group 5 
comparison would be compared to 0.05 X 
(5-1)/5 = 0.04 = 4 percent,23 20 percent 
for the group 1 comparison would be 
compared to 0.05 X (5-2)/5 = 0.03 = 3 
percent, 4 percent for the group 3 compari- 
son would be compared to 0.05 X (5-3)/5 
= 0.02 = 2 percent, and 1 percent for the 
group 2 comparison (actually slightly 
smaller than 1 prior to roundind would be 
compared to 0.05 X (5-4)/5 = 0.01 = 1 
percent. The procedure stops with the first 
contrast found to be significant. The last of 
these comparisons is the only one for which 
the percent confidence is smaller than the 
FDR procedure value. The difference in the 
current year and previous years’ average 
scale scores .for the group 2 students is 
significant; for all of the other groups, 
average scale scores for current and previ- 
ous year are not significantly different from 
one another. In practice, a very small 
number of counterintuitive results occur 
when the FDR procedures are used to 
examine between-year differences in 
subgroup results by jurisdiction. In those 
cases, results were not included in this 
report. NCES is continuing to evaluate the 
use of FDR and multiple-comparison 
procedures for hture  reporting. 

23 The level of coiifideuce times die iiumber of comparisou 
0.05X(5-1)/5 = 0.04 = 4 percent. 

,s minus oue h i d e d  by the number of comparisous is 
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NAEP Reporting Groups 
Rcsults arc providcd for groups of 

studcnts dcfined by sharcd charactcris- 
tics-gcndcr, race or cthnicity, school’s 
typc of location, Title I participation, 
eligibility for free/reduced-price school 
lunch, and type of school. Based on partici- 
pation rate criteria, results are reported for 
subpopulations only when sufficient 
numbers of students and adequate school 
representation are present. The minimum 
rcquircmcnt is at least 62 studcnts in a 
particular subgroup from at least five 
primary sampling units (PSUS).~~ Howcvcr, 
thc data for all studcnts, rcprdlcss of 
whcther thcir subgroup was reportcd 
scparatcly, werc includcd in computing 
overall results. Definitions of the subpopu- 
lations are prcscntcd below. 

Gender 

and fcmalcs. 
Results are reported separately for males 

Race/EPhnisity 
In all NAEP assessments, data about 

studcnt racc/cthnicity is collcctcd from 
two sources: school records and student 
self-reports. Previously, NAEP has used 
studcnt self-rcportcd race as thc primary 
race/ethnicity reporting variable. In 2002, 
it was decided to change thc studcnt racc/ 
cthnicity variable highlightcd in NAEP 
rcports. Starting in 2002, school-rccorded 
racc will become thc racc/cthnicity vari- 
able presented in NAEP reports. The 
mutually cxclusivc racial/cthnic categorics 
were White, Black, Mispanic, Asian/Pacific 
Islander, American Indian (including 
Alaska Native), and Other. Information 

based on student self-reported race/ 
ethnicity will continue to bc available on 
the NAEP Data Tool (http://nces.ed.gov/ 
nationsrcportcard/naepdata/) . 
uype 00 bcauion 
Results from the 2002 assessment are 
reported for students attending schools in 
three mutually exclusive location types: 
Central dy: This category includes central 
cities of all Consolidated Mctropolitan 
Statistical Area (CMSA) or Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (MSA) as defined by the 
Office of Management and Budget. Central 
city is a geographical term and is not 
synonymous with “inner city.” 
Urban fn’ngellarge town: The urban fringe 
category includes any incorporated place, 
census .dcsignatcd place, or non-place 
territory within a CMSA or MSA of a large 
or mid-sized city and dcfincd as urban by 
the US. Ccnsus Bureau, but which do not 
qualify as ccntral city. A largc town is 
dcfincd as a place outsidc a CMSA or MSA 
with a population greater than or equal to 
25,000. 
Rural/small t o m :  Rural includes all placcs 
and arcas with populations of lcss than 
2,500 that arc classificd as rural by thc U.S. 
Census Bureau. A small town is defined as 
a place outside a CMSA or MSA with a 
population of less than 25,000, but greater 
than or equal to 2,500. 

Rcsults for cach type of location are not 
compared across years. This is due to new 
methods used by NCES to identify thc type 
of location assigned to each school in the 
Common Core of Data (CCD). The new 
mcthods wcrc put into place by NCES in 

24 For the NAEP national assessments prior to 2002, a PSU is a selected geographic region (a county, group of 
counties, or metropolitan statistical area). In 2002, the first-stage sampling units are scliools (public and nonpublic) 
in tlie selectioii of the combiued sample. Further details about the procedure for determining minimum sample 
size will appear in teclmical documentation section of the NAEP web site at bttp://uces.ed.gov/ 
nationsreportcard. 
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order to improve the quality of the assign- 
ments, and thcy take into account morc 
information about the exact physical 
location of the school. The variablc was 
revised in NAEP beginning with the 2000 
asscssmcnts. 

Titus 1 Ifoas~icipa~iaaap 
Based on available school records, students 
were classified either as currently partici- 
pating in a Title I program, rccciving Titlc I 
services, or as not receiving such services. 
The classification applics only to the school 
ycar whcii the assessmcnt was administercd 
(i.e., tlic 2001-02 school year) and is not 
based on participation in previous years. If 
the school does not offer any Title I 
programs or services, all studcnts in 
that school would be classified as not 

8 participating. 

E@ibiliv fOR 

F ~ ~ ~ / B B ~ u c ~ - P & ~  ScRod RM~PC& 
As part of the Departmcnt of 

Agriculture’s National School Lunch 
Program, scliools can receive cash subsidies 
and donated commoditics in turn for 
offering free or reduced-price lunches to 
eligible children. Based on available school 
records, students were classified as either 
currently eligible for free/reduced-price 
school lunch or not eligble. Eligibility for 
the program is determined by students’ 
family income in rclation to die fcdcrally 
cstablishcd poverty lcvcl. Free lunch 
qualification is set at 130 pcrccnt of tlic 
poverty lcvcl, and rcduccd-pricc lunch 
qualification is set at 170 percent of the 
poverty lcvcl. The classification applics 

only to the school year when the assess- 
ment was administered (k. ,  the 2001-02 
school year) and is not based on eligbility 
in prcvious years. If school records were 
not available, the student was classified as 
“Information not available.” If thc school 
did not participatc in thc program, all 
students in that school were classified as 
“Information not available.” 

uype of Schooi 
Results are reported by the type of 

school that the student attends-public 
or nonpublic. Nonpublic schools includc 
Catholic and other privatc schools.25 
Because thcy arc fundcd by federal authori- 
ties, not state/local governments, Bureau 
of Indian Affairs (BIA) schools and Dc- 
partment of Defense Domestic Dependent 
Elementary and Secondary Schools 
(DDESS) are not included in either the 
public or nonpublic categories; they are 
included in the ovcrall national rcsults. 

Grade 1.2 Participation Rates 
NAEP has been described as a “low- 
stakes" assessment. That is, studcnts 
receive no individual scores, and their 
NAEP pcrforrnance has no affect on their 
grades, promotions, or graduation. Therc 
has been continucd concern that this lack 
of consequences affccts participation ratcs 
of students and schools, as well as the 
motivation of studcnts to perform well on 
NAEP. Of particular concern has been the 
performance of twelfth-graders, who 
typically have lower student participation 
rates than fourth- and eighth-graders and 
who are morc likely to omit responses 
compared to their younger cohorts. 

25  A inore detailed breakdown of nonpublic school results are available on the NAEP web site @ttp://iices.ed.gov/ 
iiatioiisreportcard/i~aepdata). 
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In NAEP, there has been a consistent 
pattcrn of lower participation ratcs for 
older students. In the 2002 NAEP assess- 
mcnts, for cxamplc, the student participa- 
tion ratcs were 94 pcrccnt and 92 percent 
at gradcs 4 and 8 rcspcctively. At gradc 12, 
however, thc participation rate was 74 
percent. School participation rates (the 
pcrccntage of sampled schools that partici- 
pated in the assessment) have also typically 
decreased with grade level. In the 2002 
asscssrnents, the national school participa- 
tion rate was 85 percent for the fourth 
grade, 83 percent for the eighth grade, and 
75 percent for the twclfth gradc. 

The effect of participation rates on 
student performance, however, is unclcar. 
Students may choose not to participate in 
NAEP for many reasons such as desire to 
attcnd regular classcs and not miss impor- 
tant instruction or conflict with other 
school-bascd activities. Similarly, thcre arc 
a variety of reasons for which various 
schools do not participate. Thc sampling 
weights and noiiresponse adjustments, 
described earlier in this document, provide 
an approximate statistical adjustment for 
nonparticipation. However, the effect of 
somc school and student nonparticipation 
may have some undctermined effect on 
rcsults. 

Morc rcscarch is needcd to dclincatc the 
factors that contribute to nonparticipation 
and lack of motivation. To that end, NCES 
is currently investigating how various 
types of incentives can be cffcctively used 
to increase participation in NAEP Onc 
report that examines the impact of mon- 
ctary inccntives on student effort and 
performance is available on the NCES web 
site at http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/ 
(enter NCES# 2001024). 

Cautions in Interpretations 
As dcscribed carlicr, thc NAEP reading 
scale makes it possiblc to examine relation- 
ships between studcnts’ pcrformance and 
various background factors measured by 
NAEP. However, a relationship that exists 
bctwcen achievcmcnt and another variable 
does not reveal its underlying cause, which 
may be influenced by a number of other 
variables. Similarly, the assessments do not 
reflect the influence of unmeasured vari- 
ablcs. Thc rcsults arc most usehl when 
they are considered in combination with 
other knowlcdgc about the studcnt popula- 
tion and the educational system, such as 
trends in instruction, changes in the school- 
agc population, and societal demands and 
expectations. 

A caution is also warranted for some 
small population group cstimates. At times 
in this report, smaller population groups 
show vcry large incrcascs or dccreascs 
across years in average scores. For example, 
fourth-grade Hispanic students in Delaware 
are reported as having a 36-point score 
increase between 1998 and 2002. How- 
ever, it is often necessary to intcrpret such 
score gains with extreme caution. For one 
thing, the cffccts of exclusion-rate changcs 
for small subgroups may be more markcd 
for small groups than they arc for the whole 
population. To continue with thc Delaware 
example, 2 percent of Hispanic students 
were excluded in 1998. This number 
increased to 21 percent in 2002. Also, the 
standard errors are often quite large around 
the score estimates for small groups, which 
in turn means the standard error around the 
gain is also large. Whilc the Delaware 
Hispanic student scores went up 36 points, 
the standard error of thc gain is almost 12 
points. 

I 
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Table 8.1 Weighted percentage of students, by gender, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 

Accommodations not permitted Accommodations permitted I 
1992 1994 1998 2000 1998 2000 2002 

Mole 51 51 50 50 50 50 51 
Female 49 49 50 50 5 0  5 0  49 

Male 51 50 -50 51 - 50 
50 

- 
- Female 49 50 50 - 49 

Male 49 50 4a - 49 - 49 
51 - 51 - Female 51 50 52 

- Doto were mt tdleded ot grcdes 8 ond 12 in 2DW. 

SOURff: U.S. Deportmen1 of Edumlian, Instlute of Edutdm Sticntn, Ndid (enter lo( Ehdim Sldilin, Nolimd Asresmrd ol tdumliand Progress (NAEP), 1992,1994,1998, ?ooO, md 2002 Recdirq 
kwmleJ& 

HOkPMtcnl~moymloblm,~lorwnbnp. 
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Table 8.2 Weighted percentage of students, by race/ethnicity, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 

Accommodations not permitted Actommodotions permitted I 
1992 1994 1998 2000 1998 2000 2002 

White 73 72 7 0  69 66 63 61 
Black 17 17 16 16 I 5  17 17 

Hispanic 7 7 10  11 14  14 16 
Asian/Pocific Islander 2 3 3 3 4 4 4 

American Indian/Alaska Native 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Other # # # # 1 1 1 

65 White 72 7 2  7 0  - 7 0  
Black 16 16 15 - 15 - 15 

Hispanic 8 8 11 - 1 1  - 14 
4 
1 
1 

- 

- 3 
# 
# 

- Asion/Pocific Islander 3 3 3 
American Indian/Alosko Native 1 1 # 

Other 1 # # 

- - 
- - 

White 74 75  7 2  - 72 - 71 
12 Black IS 13 14 - 14 

5 4 
# # 
1 # 

- 

Hispanic 7 7 10 - 10 - 10 
- - Asian/Pacific Islander 3 4 4 

American Indion/Aloska Native # 1 # 
Other 1 # # 

- - 
- - 

- Do~wererottdk~edotgrodnBmdlZin2000. 
XPpnmtoge d to zao. 
NOkPatentogermoynotdto IW,duetormdmg. 
SOURtEU.S.DepartmrnlofEL~lan, IndiluleofEdurotionkimces, NoliandtenlafaEdumtionSt~~ln,NotiondAr~~ofE~w~dRogr~r(NAEP), 1992,1994,1998, m,md2002Rmdng - 
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Table B.3 Weighted percentage of students, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grades 4,8, and 12: 
1998-2002 

Eligible 
Not eligible 

Information not avoiloble 

35 34 38 
54 51 51 
12 15 11 

Accommodations 
not permitted 

1998 2000 1998 

Accommodations 
permitted 

2000 

38 
48 
14 

- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 

Eligible 
Not eligible 

Information not avoilable 

27 - 28 
56 - 56 

17 17 - 

Eligible 
Not eligible 

Information not available 

14 - 14 
61  - 6 1  

19 19 - 

2002 

40 
47 
13 

31 
54 
15 

19 
64 
17 
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Table 8.4 Weighted percentage of students, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch and rate/ethnicity, 
grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 

White 
Black 

Hispanic 
Asion/Pacific Islander 

American Indion/Alorka Native 

White 
Black 

Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific Islander 

American Indian/Alasko Native 

White 
Black 

Hispanic 
Asion/Pacific Islander 

American Indian/Alaska Native 

Eligible 

24 
68 
68 
33 
59 

19 
58 
5 8  
31 
55 

11 
39 
42  
24 
tu 

Not eligible 

62 
24 
19 
47 
33 

65 
31 
28 
47 
33 

70 
48 
41 
64 
m 

not available 

16 
1 1  
15 
21 
12 

19 
12 
17 
12 
Ut 
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Table B.5 Weighted percentage of students, by school participation in Title I, grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 

2002 

Participated 33 
Did not participate 67 

participated 19 
Did not participate 81 

Participated 10 
Did not participate 90 

NOTL Putenloger my no1 dd lo 100, due 10 rwndq. 
SOURCk U.S. Depdmenl ol Educolii, lmlaufe of Ehwliin Stiuwes, Nolid (enler focEduaIim Slolirtia, Notiand Asmenl of tdutoliond Prcgresr(NAEP), ZW2 Rending b n l .  

Table 8.6 Weighted percentage of students, by student-reported parents’ highest level of education, grades 8 and 1 2  
1992-2002 

1992 

Accommodations 
not permitted 

1994 1998 

Actommodations 
permitted 

1998 2002 

Less than high school 

Graduated high school 

Some education ofter high school 

Graduoted college 
Unknown 

7 7 
22 17 
18 19 
44 48 

9 9 

Less than high school 
Graduated high school 

Some education after high school 

Graduated college 

Unknown 

7 7 
19 18 
25 24 
46 48 

3 3 

NOkPutmlogerrmynol~Io100,duelorwn~ 
SOURCLU.S.Depdmmtof Edudurdian,lmMuleof Ehrn~~~decuqNoliond(mlecfoctduolionSt~blia,NdiomlArmmlof tduPfiondRogesr(NAEPI, 1992,1994,1998,mdMOZReadngArremenk 
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Table 6.7 Weighted percentage of students, by type of school, grades 4,8, and 12: 1992-2002 

Accommodations not permitted Accommodotions permitted I 
1992 1994 1998 2000 1998 2000 2002 

Public 
Nonpublic 

Nonpublic: (otholic 
Nonpublic: Other 

89 90 89 89 90 90 90 
11 10 1 1  11 10 10 10 

8 7 7 6 6 6 6 
4 4 4 5 4 5 5 

Public 
Nonpublic 

Nonpublic: totholit 
Nonpublic: Other 

89 89 89 - 89 - 91 
9 11 11 11 
5 6 7 7 
4 4 4 4 

- 11 
7 
4 

- 
- - 
- - 

Public 
Nonpublic 

Nonpublic: (otholic 
Nonpublic: Other 

91 
9 
5 
4 

- 87 90 89 - 89 
11 13 10 11 
8 9 6 8 
4 4 4 4 

- - 
- - 
- - 

Table 8.8 Weighted percentage of students, by parents' highest level of education and type of school, 
grades 8 and 12: 2002 

Less than Graduated Some education Graduated I 
high school high school after high school college UnknOWn 

Public 7 18 20 46 9 
Nonpublic 2 10 15 68 5 

Public 7 19 25 46 3 
Nonpublic 2 11 19 67 1 

NOTL Pscmloges moy no1 odd lo 1 W, due lo ran6ng. 
SOUR(~U.S.De~ldtdudim,lndauleof~dutolan~ ~and(cnlerla~dut~RanIlolbSo,N~brraMlenloltdu~Rognr(HAtP),ZW2RsDdrqAnmmenl. 
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Table B.9 Weighted percentage of students, by type of location, grades 4,8, and 12: 2000 and 2002 

Accommodations Accommodations 
not permitted permitted 

2000 2000 2002 

tentral c i ty  32 33 30 
Urban fringehorge town 45 45 42 

Rurol/smoll town 23 23 20 

tentral c i ty  - - 29 
42 

- 29 
Urbon fringe/large town - - 

Rural/small town - 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Table B.10 Weighted percentage of students, by gender, grade 4: By state, 1992-2002 

Accommodotions Accommodation 
i not permitted 

1992 

Notion (Public) 51 
Alabama 52 
Arizona 48 

Arkansas 50 
California * 49 
Colorado 51 

Connecticut I 51 
Delaware 50 

Florida ~ 51 
Georgio 51 
Hawaii 51 
Idaho 

lndiano 
Iowa * 

Kansas * 
Kentucky 
Louisiano 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota * 
Missinsippi 

Missouri 
Montana * 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 

NewJersey 
New Mexico 

North Carolina 
New York * 

North Dakota * 
Ohio 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 

Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Corolina 
Tennessee * 

Texm 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington * 
West Virginia 

Witomin * 
Wyoming 

District of Columbia 
DDESS 

OaOOS 2 
Guom 

Virgin Islands 

Other lurisdictions 

50 
50 
50 

53 
50 
48 
49 
50 
50 
51 
52 
50 

52 

51 
50 
50 
52 
51 

- 

- 

- 

51 
50 
49 

40 
51 
48 
50 
52 
40 

51 

51 
50 
51 

- 

- 

- 

50 
- 
- 
52 
52 

1994 

51 
51 
50 
50 
51 
so 
50 
49 
49 
48 
5 1  

49 
51 

51 
49 
50 
52 
50 

51 
49 
51 
51 
51 

50 
49 
48 
50 
51 
50 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
- 
- 
50 
49 
51 
49 
50 
50 

50 
52 
51 
49 
51 

- 

sa 
- 
50 
51 
- 

1998 

50 
51  
49 
50 
48 
49 
47 
51 
50 
50 
50 
- 
- 
50 
53 
50 
49 
51 
49 
40 
49 
51 
49 
52 
50 

50 
51 

49 
49 
49 

- 

- 

- 
- 
50 
49 

53 
48 
50 
50 
52 

50 
51 
48 
50 
51 

48 
49 
50 

47 

- 

- 

- 

permitted 
1998 

50 
51 
49 
51 
47 
50 
49 
51 
50 
50 
50 - 
- 
51 
53 
50 
50 
52 
50 
40 
49 
51 
49 
51 
51 

50 
51 

50 
40 
SO 

50 
49 

53 
49 
50 
51 
52 

50 
51 
40 
51 
52 

48 
49 
50 

47 

- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 

2002 

51 
49 
51 
53 
53 

52 
49 
50 
51 
51 
53 
50 
50 
50 
52 
51 
53 
52 
51 
51 
52 
52 
50 
51 
50 
51 

- 

- 
- 
50 
48 
49 
52 
50 
51 
50 
53 
51 
51 
52 
40 
51 
51 
51 
50 
49 

52 

49 
51 
51 
52 
53 

- 

Female 
Accommodations Accommodotion 

not permitted 
1992 

49 
40 
52 
50 
51 
49 
49 
50 
49 
49 
49 
50 
50 
50 

47 
50 
52 
51 
50 
50 
49 
40 
50 

48 

49 
50 
50 
40 
49 
49 
50 
51 

52 
49 
52  
50 
48 
52 

49 

49 
50 
49 

50 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
- 
48 
48 

1994 

49 
49 
50 
50 
49 
50 
50 
51 
51 
52 
49 

51 
49 

49 
51 
50 
48 
50 

49 
51 
49 
49 
49 

50 
51 
52 
50 
49 
50 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
- 
- 
50 
51 
49 
51 
50 
50 

50 
48 
49 
51 
49 

50 

50 
49 

- 

- 

- 

1998 

50 
49 
51 
50 
52 
51 
53 
49 
50 
50 
50 
- 
- 
50 
47 
50 
51 
49 
51 
52 
51 
49 
51 
48 
50 

50 
49 

51 
51 
51 

- 

- 

- 
- 
50 
51 

47 
52 
50 
50 
48 

50 
49 
52 
50 
49 

52 
51 
50 

53 

- 

- 

- 

permitted 
1998 2002 

50 49 
49 51 
51 49 
49 47 
53 47 
50 - 
51 48 
49 51 
50 50 
50 49 
50 49 
- 47 
- 50 
49 50 
47 50 
50 48 
50 49 
48 47 
50 40 
52 49 
51 49 
49 48 
51 48 
49 50 
49 49 
- 50 
50 49 
49 - 

so so 
52 52  
50 51 
- 48 
- 50 
50 49 
51 50 
- 47 
47 49 
51 49 
50 48 
49 52 
48 49 
- 49 
50 49 
49 50 
52 51 
49 - 
40 40 

52  51 
51 49 
SO 49 
- 40 
53 47 

- -  
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Table B.11 Weighted percentage of students, by gender, grade 8 By state, 1998 and 2002 

Notion (Public) 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Kansas t 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 4 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York t 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 4 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 4 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 4 
West Virginia 

Wiiconsin 4 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Samoa 

District of Columbia 

Tennessee 4 

D O E S  I 
DODOS? 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Lccommodations 
not permitted 

1998 
51 
50 
50 
51 
50 
52 
51 
50 
49 
51 
so 
- 
- 
50 
51 
49 
50 
51 
51 

51 
49 
52 
48 

52 
49 
49 
48 

- 

- 

- 
- 
50 
51 

50 
48 
49 
50 
51 

50 
51 
50 
50 
52 

- 

- 

- 
48 
52 
51 

48 
- 

Male 
Accommodations 

permitted 
1998 

51 
50 
51 
52  
51 
52 
53 
50 
49 
51 
51 
- 
- 
51 
52 
so 
50 
51 
51 

52  
48 
52 
48 

52  
48 
50 
49 

- 

- 

- 
- 
49 
51 

50 
40 
49 
50 
51 

50 
52  
50 
51 
52  

- 

- 

- 
47 
54 
51 

48 
- 

2002 
50 
51 
51 
50 
52 

50 
51 
40 
50 
50 
48 
52 
50 
50 
49 
50 
50 
48 
49 

48 
49 
52 
53 
51 
52 
51 
49 
52 
51 
50 
49 
50 
49 
49 
51 
49 
50 
50 
so 
49 
49 

51 

48 
47 
49 
50 
51 
45 

- 

- 

- 

Accommodations 
not permitted 

1998 
49 
50 
50 
49 
50 
48 
49 
50 
51 
49 
50 
- 
- 
50 
49 
51 
50 
49 
49 

49 
51 
48 
52 

48 
51 
51 
52 

- 

- 

- 
- 
50 
49 

50 
52 
51 
50 
49 

50 
49 
50 
50 
48 

- 

- 

- 
52 
48 
49 

52 
- 

Female 
Accommodations 

permitted 
1998 

49 
50 
49 
48 
49 
48 
41  
50 
51 
49 
49 
- 
- 
49 
48 
50 
50 
49 
49 

48 
52 
40 
52 

48 
52 
50 
51 

- 

- 

- 
- 
51 
49 

50 
52 
51 
50 
49 

50 
48 
50 
49 
48 

- 

- 

- 
53 
46 
49 

52 
- 

2002 
50 
49 
49 
50 
48 

50 
49 
52 
50 
50 
52 
48 
50 
50 
51 
50 
50 
52 
51 

52 
51 
48 
47 
49 
48 
49 
51 
48 
49 
50 
51 
50 
51 
51 
49 
51 
50 
50 
50 
51 
51 

49 

52 
53 
51 
50 
49 
55 

- 

- 

- 
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Toble B. 12 Weighted percentage of students, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 By state, 1992-2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Iowa + 

Kansas + 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota + 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 4 
Nebroska 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota + 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South (arolina 
Tennessee + 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington + 
West Virginia 

Wiscmin + 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
District of Columbia 

DDESS I 
DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Accommodations 
not permitted 

1992 1994 1998 
72 71 69 
65 66 65 
61 63 59 
75 76 74 
51 40 47 
74 74 74 
76 74 75 
60 68 64 
63 61 55 
60 60 54 
23 22 10 
92 - - 
87 06 - 
93 94 91 

- 00 
90 08 07 
54 53 52 
98 90 96 
63 61 55 
04 01 02 
00 - 70 
92 91 07 
42 49 53 
03 01 00 
- 08 09 
09 09 - 

- 66 
97 97 96 

47 41 40 
63 58 61 
66 60 65 

- 

- 

69 64 - 

96 92 - 
05 - - 
70 - 70 

- 03 
82 00 - 
82 03 70 
57 57 57 
75 77 71 
50 53 50 
93 91 06 

71 62 65 
- 79 70 
96 96 95 
07 87 03 
90 90 07 

- 

- - - 

Accommodation 
permitted 

1998 2002 
64 60 
65 60 
60 51 
75 70 
46 34 
75 - 
76 71 
62 50 
56 49 
55 53 
19 10 

04 
- 00 
91 00 
79 77 
00 06 
52 47 
97 96 
55 52 
02 70 
70 72 
06 01 
53 47 
80 00 
09 05 

02 
65 54 
96 - 

- 

- 

- - 
39 37 
62 55 
65 50 
- 07 
- 75 
70 62 
01 70 
- 76 
79 75 
56 55 
72 73 
50 37 
06 86 
- 95 
65 63 
79 76 
95 95 
02 - 
00 03 

5 5 5 6  3 
- - 47 40 39 
- 51 47 47 47 

1 10 0 -  - 
1 - 2 2  1 

BEST COPY AVAJLABLE 

Accommodations Atcommodatiol 
not pm' t ted  permitted 

1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 
10 18 17 16 10 
33 32 33 33 37 

5 4 5  5 6  
23 23 23 23 24 

0 7 9  9 7  
5 5 7  7 -  

12 13 12 12 13 
27 20 29 31 33 
24 24 27 27 25 
37 35 41 40 37 

3 3 3  3 3  
# -  - - 1  

- 12 11 11 - 
3 3 4  4 5  

- 11 1 1  0 
10 1 1  10 10 11 
44 43 45 44 49 
$ 1 1  1 2  

31 34 35 35 36 
8 8 6  6 9  

15 - 17 17 21 
3 3 6  6 6  
57 SO 46 46 51 
15 16 16 16 17 
- 1 1  1 1  

6 4 -  - 6  
- - 10 10 10 

1 1 1  1 -  

- 

16 
3 

1s 
30 
# 

17 
3 

23 
28 

1 

3 
17 
29 

- 
2 

20 
33 

1 
12 - - - 21 
0 -  9 9 11 
- -  3 3 3  
13 16 - - 17 
6 6 7  7 8  

41 41 41 41 42 
23 21 26 25 23 
14 13 17 17 17 
$ 1 1  1 1  

- 2  
25 31 27 27 26 
- 5 5  4 6  

2 3 4  4 4  
7 5 10 10 - 
1 1 1  1 2  

- - -  

IS 

91 90 84 04 00 
29 29 26 

- 20 19 18 16 
2 2 -  - 1  

07 - 04 04 04 1 

- -  

Accommodations Accommodations 
not permitted permitted 

1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 
7 7 10 14 17 
# #  1 1 1  

23 25 29 20 34 
$ 1  2 2 4  

20 30 29 29 47 
17 16 15 IS - 

9 8 12 10 10 
3 2  3 5 6  

11 14 15 15 22 
1 2  2 2 5  
3 3  2 2 3  

- 11 6 -  - 
- 4  1 2 -  

2 2 4  2 2  
- 6 7 11 

$ 1  # # l  
1 1 2  1 2  

# # # # I  
2 2  4 4 5  
4 6  7 7 0  
2 -  3 3 4  
1 1  2 2 4  
# # # # I  
1 1  2 2 2  

- 1  1 1 2  
3 4 -  - 8  

17 17 27 
1 1 -  1 1  

11 12 - 
44 43 43 44 47 
16 14 15 15 19 

3 3 5  1 1  
$ 1 -  - 1  
1 -  - - 2  
3 -  6 5 7  

7 9 11 
3 2 -  - 4  
7 6  9 9 13 
$ 1  1 1 2  

1 1 3  1 1  
33 31 29 31 43 
3 4  7 0 9  
- - - - 1  
1 3  4 3 4  

- 6  6 6 7  
# # i f # #  
3 4  3 4 -  
6 6  7 7 9  

- 

- -  

- -  

- -  

3 4  0 0 7  
- 13 13 14 

- 10 6 6 7  
1 1 -  - #  

11 - 13 13 13 

- 

See footnotes at end of table. F 
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Table 8.1 2 Weighted percentage of students, by race/ethnitity, grade 4: By state, 1992-2002-Cont inued 

, 
Accommodations Accommodations, Accommodations Accommodations 

not permitted permitted , not permitted permitted 
1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 ~ 1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 

Nation (Public) 2 3 2 4 4 :  1 1 1 
Alabama # 1 1 1 1 ' 1  1 1 

Arizona 1 3 2  2 2 9 6 5  
Arkansas 1 1 # # l # # l  

Colorado 2 4 3 2 -  , 1  1 1  I -  
(onnetticut 2 3 2 2 3 V #  # 1 

Delaware 2 2 2 1 3 ~ # # # # # # 0  
Florida 2 1 1 1 2 # # # # # # #  

Georgia 1 2 2 2 2 ,  # 0 # 
Hawaii 62 59 64 63 63 I # 1 # # # 
Idaho 1 - 

Indiana # 1 - - 1 1  0 # - 
Iowa' 2 I 2 2 2 # # # # 1 # #  

Kansos - - 1  2 2 -  - 1  1 1 -  
Kentucky # 1 # # 
Louisiana 1 2 1  2 

Maine 1 1 1  1 
Maryland 3 3 5 5 

Massachusetts 4 4 4 3 
Michigan 2 - 2 2 1 '  1 - 

Minnesota+ 3 3 3 4 4 1 2 2  

Montana+ - 1 1 1 1 1 -  9 8 
Nebraska 1 2 - - 1 ' 1  1 - 

Nevada - - 5  6 7 1  - - 2 2 
New Hampshire 1 1 2 2 - # # # # -  

Newlerrey 4 6 - - - # # -  - 
New Mexico 1 2 2  2 1 4 10 1 1  11 13 

New Yorkt 4 3 5 5 4 # 1 # # # 1 1  

California+ 12 14 13 13 10 ~ 1 # 1 

- - - - 2 i  1 - 

# # 1  
# # I  

4 , #  # # # # 
# 

Mississippi # 1 # # 1 1 # # # # # 
Missouri 1 1 2  1 I / # # # # # # # # # #  

North Carolina 1 1 1 2 2 ' 2  2 1 
North Dakota # 1 - - 1 3  4 -  

Ohio 1 -  - - - 

Oregon - - 5  4 2 
Oklahoma 1 - 1 1 9 - 14 14 17 

Pennsylvania 1 2 - - 
Rhode Island 4 3 3 3 3 / #  1 1  

South Carolina 1 1 1 1 l ~ # # # # # # # # # #  
Tennessee+ 1 # 1 1 1 / # # 1  

# # l  

Vermont - - - - 1 -  - - - 
Virginia 2 4 3 3 4 # 0 1  

3' i l l  1 2  
Texas 2 2 3 
Utah 2 3 3 

Woshingtont - 7 7 7 7 -  2 3  3 
West Virginia 1 1 # # O # # # # #  

Wisconsin + 2 3 2 
Wyoming 1 1 1 1 

Other Jurisdictions I 

District of Columbia 1 1 2 2 1 ' 0  # # # 0 
DDESS' - - 2  2 1 1 1 -  

D O D O S *  - 9 9 1 1 
Guam 85 84 - 

Virgin Islands # - # # 0 1  0 - # 

- lndtolerlh~Ihc(umbambdnolprtwpafeocbdmtmeetmirvmumparhopollonpudeherfocrep~ng 
X Paren~ogerd tomo 
lndi~oterlholthepm&hmbdno~meetoneocmweollhegudeknf~whadparliclpotlonn2W2 

Accommodations Accommodations 
not permitted permitted 

1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 

l l # #  # #  1 
1 1 0 %  O O #  
6 6 # #  # # #  
# # # I # # #  
1 1 1 #  1 2  # 

I # # # -  
I # # l  1 1  # 

# # #  
# #  2 

# # I 1  1 1  1 
8 12 12 13 12 

# 3 # -  - - 
2 - I # # -  - 

# # #  
- # # #  

O # # #  1 1  1 
1 1 # 0  # # #  
# # # I  # # #  

# # 1 # #  
# 1 # 1  1 

# 2 # -  # #  I 
2 4 # # # #  1 

# # # # #  

8 1 1 - # # # #  
0 

2 -  - # # #  
I #  # # -  

- # 1 -  - - 
1 1 1 1  1 

1 1  1 
1 1 # #  1 1  2 

# - 9 # # -  - 
1 O # -  - - 

1 - 1 1  3 
2 1 1  2 -  - 
# - # # # -  - 

1 # 1 1  1 1  # 

# # # #  # # #  
1 1 1 # # # #  
l l # #  1 1  # 

1 # -  - - - 
# #  2 1 1 # #  

3 -  1 1 1  # 
# 1 1  

I - # # # # -  
3 4 # #  # #  1 

# 1 1  
8 8 18 

- 8 18 19 22 
# 

# # # -  1 1  1 

0 0  

- 3 # # -  - 

# # 
- 

- 1 2 4 -  - 



Table B.13 Weighted percentage of students, by roce/ethnicity, grade 8: By state, 1998 and 2002 

Accommodations 
not permitted 

1998 
Nation (Public) 68 

Alabama 64 
Arizona 61 

Arkansas 16 
California + 42 
Colorado 12 

Connecticut 16 
Delaware 65 

Florida 51 
Georgia 58 
Hawaii 19 
Idaho - 

Indiana - 
Kansas * 84 

Kentucky 89 
Louisiana 58 

Maine 91 
Maryland 59 

Massachusetts 19 
Michigan - 

Minnesota* 1 81 
Missisippi 51 

Missouri , 85 
Montana 4 91 
Nebraska - 

Nevada 68 
New Mexico 42 

New York * 61 
North Carolina 65 
North Dakota * - 

Ohio - 
Oklahoma 12 

Oregon + 85 
Pennsylvania - 
Rhode Island 1 83 

South Carolina 58 
Tennessee + 16 

Texas 50 
Utah 90 

Vermont - 
Virginia 61 

Washington * 80 
West Virginia 96 

Wisconsin 4 84 
Wyoming ' 89 

American Samoa ' - 
District of Columbia 3 

O D E S  42 
DoDDS 48 
Guam - 

Ofher Jurisdictions 

Virgin Islands # 

Accommodotionr 
permitted 

1998 2002 
68 64 
63 61 
62 56 
15 1s 
40 3s 
13 
11 10 
64 63 
51 58 
58 54 
19 16 

89 
86 

83 82 
89 90 
58 ss 
91 96 
59 5s 
19 13 
- 11 
85 
51 53 
85 81 
90 81 

86 
68 60 
42 38 
60 51 
64 64 
- 94 

81 
12 62 
86 82 

81 
82 16 
58 56 
16 11 
50 44 
90 86 
- 96 
66 66 
19 18 
95 95 
85 
89 88 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

# 
3 3 

42 41 
48 41 

1 
# 1 

- 

- 

Accommodations 
not permitted 

1998 
15 
33 
4 
2i 
8 
5 
12 
28 
21 
36 

2 
- 
- 
8 

10 
41 
1 

32 
1 

3 
41 
13 
# 

- 

- 
8 
3 

I S  
28 

- 
9 
3 

6 
40 
22 
13 

1 

26 
3 
3 
9 
1 

- 

- 

- 
81 
21 
19 

90 
- 

Accommodations 
permitted 

1998 2002 
16 15 
34 31 
4 4 
22 2i 
9 1 

- 4 
12 13 
30 29 
21 21 
36 38 
2 2 

1 
10 

8 8 
9 8 
41 41 

1 1 
33 3s 
1 9 
- 18 
4 
48 45 
13 16 
# # 

6 
8 10 
3 2 
19 20 
29 29 

1 
IS 

9 10 
3 2 

13 
1 1 
40 41 
22 21 
12 12 
1 1 

1 
21 25 
4 4 
3 4 
9 
1 1 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 

0 
90 88 
30 2s 
19 11 

# 
90 83 

- 

- 

Accommodations 
not permitted 

1998 
12 
1 

26 
2 
31 
18 
8 
4 
13 
3 
2 
- 
- 
5 
# 
1 
# 
4 
9 

2 
# 
1 
1 

11 
45 
1s 
2 

- 

- 

- 
- 
4 
6 

8 
1 
1 

- 

32 
5 
- 
3 
1 
# 
3 
6 

8 
23 
1 
- 
9 

Accommodotions 
permitted 

1998 2002 
12 I5 
1 1 
26 3i 
2 2 
31 45 
19 - 
8 12 
3 5 
13 11 
2 4 
2 3 

8 - 
2 

6 1 
# # 

- 

1 2 
# # 
3 6 
9 1 1  

2 
2 
# 1 
1 2 
2 2 

6 
18 22 
44 45 
I5 11 

1 3 
1 
2 

4 1 
6 8 

3 
1 13 
1 1 
1 1 

33 40 
5 8 

# 
3 4 
1 6 
# # 
3 
6 6 

- 
- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 

0 
6 1 
20 19 
1 1 

# 
9 12 

- 

- 

BEST COPY AVA\LABLE 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B.13 Weighted percentage of students, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 By state, 1998 and 2002-Continued 

Nation (Public) 
Alabama 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California t 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Konsos 4 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 4 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 4 
Nebraska 

Nevado 
New Mexico 

New York 4 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington t 
West Virginio 

Wisconsin t 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Samw 

District of Columbia 
DDESS I 

DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Asian Pacific Islander 
Rccommodations 

not permitted 

1998 
3 
1 
2 
1 

11 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 

66 
- 
- 

2 
1 
1 
1 
4 
5 

4 
1 
1 
1 

4 
1 
4 
1 

- 

- 

- 
- 

1 
4 

3 
1 
1 
3 
3 

3 
7 
# 
2 
1 

- 

- 

- 
2 
1 
9 

0 
- 

Accommodations 
permitted 

1998 
4 
1 
2 
1 

1 1  
3 
3 
2 
3 
3 

66 
- 
- 

2 
1 
1 
1 
4 
4 

6 
1 
1 
1 

4 
1 
4 
1 

- 

- 

- 
- 

1 
4 

3 
1 
1 
3 
2 

3 
6 
1 
2 
1 

- 

- 

- 
1 
1 
9 

0 
- 

2002 
4 
# 
2 
1 

12 

4 
2 
2 
3 

68 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
5 
5 
2 

1 
1 
1 
2 
7 
1 
6 
1 
1 
1 
2 
5 
3 
4 
1 
1 
4 
3 
2 
4 
9 
1 

1 

I00 
2 
4 
9 

98 
# 

- 

- 

- 

American Indian/Alaska Native 
Accommodations 

not permitted 

1998 
# 
# 
6 
# 
1 
1 
# 
# 
# 
# 
# 
- 
- 

1 
# 
# 
1 
# 
# 

2 
# 
# 
6 

2 
8 
# 
4 

- 

- 

- 
- 
13 

1 

# 
# 
# 
1 
2 

1 
3 
# 
1 
3 

- 

- 

- 
# 
1 
1 

# 
- 

Accommodations 
prmitted 

1998 
# 
# 
6 
# 
2 
1 
# 
# 
# 
# 
# 
- 
- 

1 
# 
# 
1 
# 
# 

3 
# 
# 
6 

2 
8 
# 
3 

- 

- 

- 
- 
13 

1 

# 
# 
# 
2 
2 

# 
3 
# 
1 
4 

- 

- 

- 
# 
1 
1 

# 
- 

2002 
1 
# 
6 
1 
1 

1 
# 
# 
# 
# 
2 
# 
1 
# 
1 
# 
# 
# 
1 

# 
# 
9 
1 
2 

13 
# 
1 
4 
# 

18 
2 
# 
# 
# 
# 
# 
2 
1 
1 
2 
# 

3 

0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
# 

- 

- 

- 

Lctommodationr 
not permitted 

1998 
# 
# 
# 
# 
1 
# 
1 
# 
# 
1 

10 
- 
- 
# 
# 
# 
# 
0 
# 

# 
# 
# 
1 

0 
1 
1 
1 

- 

- 

- 
- 

1 
1 

# 
0 
# 
# 
# 

# 
# 
# 
# 
# 

- 

- 

- 
0 
7 

17 

1 
- 

Other 
Accommodations 

permitted 

1998 
# 
# 
# 
# 
1 
# 
1 
# 
# 
1 

11 
- 
- 
# 
1 
# 
# 
0 
# 

# 
# 
# 
1 

0 
1 
1 
1 

- 

- 

- 
- 

1 
1 

# 
0 
# 
# 
# 

# 
# 
# 
# 
# 

- 

- 

- 
0 
6 

16 

1 
- 

2002 
1 
# 
# 
# 
1 

1 
0 
1 
1 

11 
# 
1 
0 
1 
0 
# 
0 
1 
# 

# 
# 
# 
# 
0 
1 
# 
1 
0 
1 
1 
1 
# 
# 
# 
# 
# 
# 
0 
1 
# 
0 

# 

0 
# 

10 
19 

1 
4 

- 

- 

- 

- lndmles lhd he iuri$aan &d not p o r f i t i e  OT &d not meel minimum porlidpoli puidehes forreporlhg 

4 ln&tolesthdthebrirdiiionBdrmt meetMleormoreofheguideherfo(whpdportLpafiM1k2W2. 
# Perrentoge r d  to zero. 

1 ocpotmenl of D e h  cqmdedssdmb (h). 
D e p h l  of D e f m  Darrrtir D e p e n d e n t & m e n l o r v d * a o d s  

N O l t  Parentages m q  not odd la 100, due to rwnding. 
SOUR(tU.S.Depaimentof hlii, ImMuieofEdumlionSderwn, No~d~enlerfatdut~S~otb~s,NdiomlArreMlentolEdutPfiondRogesrl~P~, 1992,1994.1998.ond2W2RwdngAswssmenh. 
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Table B.14 Weighted percentage of students, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 4: By state, 1998 and 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alabomo 
Arizono 

Arkansas 
Colifornio 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delawore 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawoii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Iowa 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiona 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigon 

Minnesota 
Missiisi ppi 

Missouri 
Mantono 
Nebroska 

Nevado 
New Hampshire 

New Mexico 
New 'fork 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon 
Pennsylvonio 
Rhode lslond 

South Coralina 
Tennessee 

Texm 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginio 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
District of Calumbio 

DDESS 
DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Accommodations 
not permitted 

1998 

38 
49 
41 
47 
42 
27 
24 
36 
48 
49 
46 
- 
- 
27 
34 
47 
61 
35 
33 
27 
34 
27 
64 
37 
34 

34 
18 
56 
45 
41 

- 

- 
- 
48 
36 

37 
46 
44 
45 
32 

31 
33 
48 
24 
34 

79 
50 

9 

95 

- 

- 

- 

Eligible 
Accommodations 

permitted 

1998 

41 
48 
39 
47 
44 
27 
23 
39 
47 
48 
46 
- 
- 
28 
34 
46 
61 
35 
33 
26 
33 
20 
63 
38 
34 

33 
17 
56 
45 
41 

- 

- 
- 
47 
36 

35 
47 
43 
47 
32 

31 
33 
49 
25 
33 

78 
SO 
9 

95 

- 

- 

- 

2002 

43 
55 
45 
55 
46 

28 
38 
56 
46 
47 
45 
35 
31 
42 
49 
59 
33 
39 
27 
38 
29 
64 
42 
40 
38 
38 

55 
45 
47 
32 
33 
52 
35 
35 
33 
52 
45 
56 
32 
29 
33 
33 
50 

42 

78 
32 
10 
58 

100 

- 

- 

- 

Not eligible 
Lccommodotions 

not perdtted 

1998 

54 
48 
45 
49 
43 
71 
66 
62 
47 
44 
53 
- 
- 
69 
62 
52 
34 
63 
65 
68 
61 
69 
36 
60 
56 

62 
72 
31 
52 
54 

- 

- 
- 
47 
57 

63 
53 
53 
50 
51 

61 
64 
50 
71 
62 

12 
48 
19 

0 

- 

- 

- 

Accommodations 
permitted 

1998 

51 
49 
45 
49 
43 
70 
66 
60 
49 
45 
53 
- 
- 
69 
61 
53 
34 
63 
64 
69 
62 
60 
36 
60 
56 

62 
74 
31 
52 
54 

- 

- 
- 
48 
57 

65 
52 
53 
50 
51 

62 
64 
50 
69 
62 

13 
10 
19 

0 

- 

- 

- 

2002 

50 
32 
37 
42 
37 

66 
59 
42 
51 
51 
47 
58 
69 
58 
49 
32 
61 
58 
67 
57 
50 
26 
55 
55 
50 
56 

31 
50 
49 
66 
60 
45 
51 
63 
54 
43 
50 
39 
63 
67 
64 
58 
47 

55 

21 
36 
23 
41 
0 

- 

- 

- 

Rccommodotionr 
not permitted 

1998 

7 
3 

14 
4 

15 
2 

10 
2 
4 
6 
1 
- 
- 

3 
4 
1 
5 
2 
2 
5 
6 
3 
1 
3 

10 

5 
10 
13 
3 
5 

- 

- 
- 
5 
7 

# 
1 
3 
5 

17 

0 
3 
1 
5 
4 

9 
2 

72 

5 

- 

- 

- 

-. 

Information not available 1 
Actonnodotions 

permitted 

1998 

7 
3 

16 
4 

13 
2 

11 
1 
4 
7 
1 
- 
- 

3 
5 
1 
5 
2 
3 
5 
5 
4 
1 
3 

10 

5 
9 

13 
3 
5 

- 

- 
- 

5 
8 

# 
1 
4 
4 

17 

7 
3 
1 
6 
4 

9 
2 

73 

5 

- 

- 

- 

2002 

7 
13 
18 
3 

16 

6 
2 
2 
3 
1 
9 
7 
# 
# 
2 
9 
6 
3 
6 
5 

13 
10 
3 
5 
4 
6 

1 5  
6 
4 
3 
7 
3 

14 
3 

12 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
3 
9 
3 

4 

1 
32 
67 
# 
# 

- 

- 

- 
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Table 9.1 5 Weighted percentage of students, by eligibility for freeheduced-price school lunch, grade 8: By state, 1998 and 2002 

Mution (Public) 
Alabama 

Arizona 
Arkonsos 
California 1 + 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Deloware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

lndiono 
Kansas 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Morylond 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minneroto * 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana * 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York + 
North Carolina 
North Dakota + 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon * 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Corolino 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington + 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin + 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Samoa 

District of Columbia 
DDESS 

DoODS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Accommodations 
not permitted 

1 9 9 8  
30 
40 
34 
37 
37 
24 
17 
27 
39 
36 
35 
- 
- 
33 
40 
48 
24 
26 
23 

22 
50 
27 
24 

25 
42 
37 
30 

- 

- 

- 
- 
34 
26 

28 
40 
30 
37 
21 

22 
23 
39 
20 
25 

- 

- 

- 
53 
35 

4 

74 
- 

Eligible 
Accommodations 

permitted 

1 9 9 8  
30 
41 
32 
38 
40 
22 
18 
26 
40 
37 
35 
- 
- 
33 
39 
49 
25 
28 
23 

22 
51 
28 
24 

25 
42 
38 
31 

- 

- 

- 
- 
34 
25 

28 
41 
33 
37 
21 

23 
13 
39 
21 
26 

- 

- 

- 
53 
37 

5 

74 
- 

2002 
34 
43 
35 
44 
36 

29 
32 
42 
40 
41 
33 
25 
29 
40 
48 
23 
28 
28 
33 

57 
29 
29 
35 
27 
50 
38 
37 
24 
23 
46 
26 
30 
23 
45 
34 
45 
25 
22 
26 
21 
41 

33 

I00 
68 
24 
7 

30 
99 

- 

- 

- 

Accommodations 
not permitted 

1998 
58 
58 
53 
59 
44 
67 
70 
61 
52 
53 
60 
- 
- 
65 
57 
45 
68 
72 
73 

72 
42 
70 
66 

66 
42 
48 
63 

- 

- 

- 
- 
57 
68 

71 
56 
65 
60 
68 

71 
66 
57 
71 
74 

- 

- 

- 
24 
65 
23 

0 
- 

Not eligible 
Accornmodotions 

permitted 

1998 
58 
58 
53 
58 
42 
67 
70 
60 
50 
52 
60 
- 
- 
65 
58 
44 
67 
70 
72 

71 
41 
69 
66 

65 
43 
46 
62 

- 

- 

- 
- 
57 
69 

72 
56 
64 
60 
69 

70 
66 
57 
71 
73 

- 

- 

- 
23 
63 
22 

0 
- 

2002 
57 
42 
52 
55 
47 

63 
67 
53 
55 
59 
58 
70 
68 
57 
37 
70 
70 
69 
61 

37 
65 
68 
63 
64 
30 
55 
53 
74 
67 
49 
64 
69 
62 
51 
56 
48 
65 
77 
70 
57 
58 

65 

0 
31 
56 
23 
69 
# 

- 

- 

- 

Information not available I 
Accommodations 

not permitted 

1998 
12 
2 

13 
4 

19 
9 

13 
12 
9 

1 1  
5 
- 
- 

2 
3 
7 
8 
2 
4 

6 
8 
3 

10 

9 
16 
15 

7 

- 

- 

- 
- 
10 

5 

# 
4 
4 
3 

11 

7 
10 
4 
9 
2 

- 

- 

- 
23 
0 

73 

26 
- 

Accommodations 
permitted 

1998 
11 
2 

14 
4 

18 
10 
13 
I 5  
10 
1 1  
4 
- 
- 

2 
4 
7 
8 
2 
5 

6 
7 
3 

10 

10 
15 
15 
7 

- 

- 

- 
- 

9 
6 

# 
4 
3 
3 
9 

6 
10 
4 
8 
2 

- 

- 

- 
24 
0 

73 

26 
- 

2002 
10 
15 
13 
2 

17 

8 
1 
5 
5 
# 
8 
6 
3 
3 

15 
7 
2 
3 
6 

6 
6 
2 
2 

10 
20 

7 
10 

1 
10 
5 

10 
# 

16 
4 

10 
7 

10 
1 
3 

21 
1 

2 

0 
1 

20 
71 

1 
1 

- 

- 

- 
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Appendix C 
State-Level Contextual Variables 

To help place results from the NAEP 2002 state assessment 
program into context, h s  appendix presents selected state- 
level data from sources other than N B l ?  
These data are taken from the Digest of Edzlcatioiz Statisth 2001. 
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Table C.l Population and public-school enrollment, from non-NAEP sources: By state, April 2000 and fall 1999 

I 
I 

Motion 
Alobomo 

Alosko 
Arizono 

Arkonsos 
Colifornio 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delowore 

Florido 
Georgio 
Howoii 
ldoho 
Illinois 

lndiono 
low0 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiono 

Maine 
Morylond 

Mossochusetts 
Michigon 

Minnesoto 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montono 
Nebrosko 

Nevodo 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Corolino 
North Dokoto 

Ohio 
Dklohomo 

Oregon 
Penmylvonio 
Rhode lslond 

South Corolino 
South Dokoto 

Tennessee 
Texos 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginio 

Woshington 
West Virginio 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
Ameriton Somoo 

District of Columbio 
Guom 

Virgin Islonds 

Estimated resident populotions: 
April 1,2000 

Total 
(in thousonds) 

281,422 
4,447 

627 
5,131 
2,673 

33,872 
4,301 
3,406 

784 
15,982 
8,186 
1,212 
1,294 

12,419 
6,080 
2,926 
2,688 
4,042 
4,469 
1,275 
5,296 
6,349 
9,938 
4,919 
2,845 
5,595 

902 
1,711 
1,998 
1,236 
8,414 
1,819 

18,976 
8,049 

642 
11,353 
3,451 
3,421 

12,281 
1,048 
4,012 

755 
5,689 

20,852 
2,233 

609 
7,079 
5,894 
1,808 
5,364 

494 

- 
572 
- 
- 

2- to 17-yeor-old! 
(in thousands) 

53,118 
827 
143 
985 
499 

6,763 
803 
61 8 
143 

2,701 
1,574 

218 
271 

2,369 
1,151 

545 
524 
729 
902 
231 

1,003 
1,103 
1,924 

957 
57 1 

1,058 
175 
333 
366 
234 

1,524 
378 

3,451 
1,425 

121 
2,133 

656 
624 

2,194 
184 
745 
152 

1,024 
4,262 

509 
114 

1,276 
1,120 

301 
1,026 

98 

Total 
46,857,321 

740,732 
134,391 
852,612 
451,034 

6,038,589 
708,109 
553,993 
1 12,836 

2,381,396 
1,422,762 

185,860 
245,33 1 

2,027,600 
988,702 
497,301 
472,188 
648,180 
756,579 
209,253 
846,582 
971,425 

1,725,617 
854,034 
500,716 
914,110 
157,556 
288,261 
325,610 
206,783 

1,289,256 
324,495 

2,887,776 
1,275,925 

112,751 
1,836,554 

627,032 
545,033 

1,816,716 
156,454 
666,780 
131,037 
916,202 

3,991,783 
480,255 
104,559 

1,133,994 
1,003,714 

291,811 
877,753 
92,105 

15,477 
77,194 
32,951 
20,866 

Fd 1999 

Kindergarten 
through grade 8' 

33,488,158 
538,687 
95,601 

623,561 
317,714 

4,336,687 
506,568 
403,913 
80,274 

1,725,493 
1,044,030 

133,250 
168,822 

1,462,234 
699,221 
335,919 
325,818 
458,607 
548,019 
148,774 
607,125 
706,251 

1,244,586 
580,363 
365,357 
648,758 
107,490 
197,014 
239,625 
146,854 
953,766 
228,592 

2,033,748 
934,725 
74,968 

1,296,450 
446,719 
378,474 

1,262,181 
113,520 
483,725 

89,590 
664,393 

2,895,853 
329,185 
72,276 

817,143 
' 694,750 

. 203,475 
596,439 
61,654 

11,899 
59,917 
24,151 
14,821 

Enrollment in public elementary and secondary schools: 

Grades 9-12 
13,369,163 

202,045 
38,790 

229,051 
133,320 

1,701,902 
201,541 
150,080 
32,562 

655,903 
378,732 
52,610 
76,509 

565,366 
289,481 
161,382 
146,370 
189,573 
208,560 

60,479 
239,457 
265,174 
481,031 
273,671 
135,359 
265,352 

50,066 
91,247 
85,985 
59,929 

335,490 
95,903 

854,028 
341,200 

37,783 
540,104 
180,313 
166,559 
554,535 
42,934 

183,055 
41,447 

251,809 
1,095,930 

151,070 
32,283 

316,851 
308,964 
88,336 

281,314 
30,451 

3,578 
17,277 

8,800 
6,045 



Table C.2 Pover t y  s ta tus  of school-age children and children served under IDEA and Chapter 1, from non-NAEP sources: 
By state, 1998 and school vears  1990-91 throuah 1999-2000 

Nation 
Alobamo 

Alaska 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 

Indiana 
Iowa 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland, 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 

Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wsconsin 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Somw 

District of Columbia 
Guam 

Virain Islands 

1 

Poverty status of I- t o  17-year-olds: 1998 

Number in poverty 
(in thousands) 

9,167 
156 
13 

222 
57 

1,459 
93 
82 
24 

474 
377 

32 
50 

308 
140 
73 
59 

118 
244 

27 
66 

163 
31 1 
130 
108 
136 
42 
54 
49 
34 

194 
101 
848 
277 
28 

339 
120 
121 
382 
36 

129 
13 

156 
809 

55 
13 
92 

118 
65 

109 
13 

Percent in poverty 

17.8 
21.8 
9.0 

23.6 
13.1 
22.3 
12.5 
13.4 
15.7 
20.5 
24.7 
14.5 
17.4 
12.1 
12.6 
14.2 
13.2 
16.7 
29.8 
12.0 
8.1 

15.0 
14.8 
12.6 
19.3 
14.4 
21.2 
14.8 . 
12.8 
13.3 
13.2 
23.5 
28.9 
21.3 
17.2 
16.0 
19.9 
19.4 
18.0 
20.5 
17.6 
9.2 

14.5 
20.1 
11.8 
12.2 
7.9 

10.8 
25.7 
11.5 
13.0 

Children (birth to  age 21) served under IDEA and 
Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and 
Improvement Act, State Operated Programs 

Number of children: 
1999-2000 school year 

6,195,113 
99,763 
17,495 
93,336 
60,864 

640,815 
76.948 
74722 
16,287 

356,198 
164,374 
22,964 
29,112 

291,221 
151,599 
71,970 
60,036 
91,537 
96,632 
35,139 

111,711 
165,013 
21 3,404 
107,942 
62,359 

134,950 
19,039 
42,571 
35,703 
28,597 

214,330 
52,346 

434,347 
173,067 
13,612 

236,200 
83,149 
73,531 

231,175 
29,895 

103,153 
16,246 

126,732 
493,850 
55,389 
14,073 

161,298 
116,235 
50,314 

121,209 
13,307 

703 
9,348 
2.230 

Percent change: 
1990-91 to 1999-2000 

30.1 
5.1 

18.7 
63.1 
27.2 
36.6 
34.8 
15.7 
13.9 
50.9 
61.2 
74.4 
32.2 
21 .a 
32.2 
18.6 
32.8 
15.3 
31.2 
25.6 
22.4 

6.7 
27.8 
33.4 

2.3 
32.4 
11.1 
30.0 
93.6 
45.5 
18.2 
45.3 
41.3 
40.6 

8.9 
15.0 
26.6 
33.3 

5.4 
41.8 
32.6 
8.4 

20.8 
40.8 
16.0 
14.8 
41.5 
36.1 
16.6 
39.4 
18.8 

93.1 
48.6 
27.4 

1,617 21.3 



Table C.3 Expenditure per pupil, average teacher salary, and pupil/teacher ratio, in public schools, from non-NAEP 
sources: Bv state, school years 1998-99 and 2000-01, and fall 1999 

I 

Motion 
Alobomo 

Alosko 
Arizono 

Arkonm 
Colifornio 
Colorodo 

Connecticut 
Delowore 

Florida 
Georgio 
Howoii 
ldoho 
1 llinois 

lndiono 
low0 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Moine 
Morylond 

Mossochusetts 
Michigon 

Minnesota 
Missiisip pi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebrosko 

Nevodo 
New Hampshire 

NewJersey 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Corolino 
North Dokoto 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvonio 
Rhode Island 

South Corolino 
South Dakota 

Tennessee 
Texos 
Utoh 

Vermont 
Virginio 

Woshington 
West Virginio 

WMonsin 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Somoo 

District of Columbio 
Guom 

Virain Islands 

Expenditure per pupik 
199%-99 

$6,508 
5,188 
8,404 
4,672 
4,956 
5,801 
5,923 
9,318 
7,706 
5,790 
6,092 
6,081 
5,066 
6,762 
6,772 
6,243 
6,015 
5,560 
5,548 
7,155 
7,326 
8,260 
7,432 
6,791 
4,565 
5,855 
5,974 
6,256 
5,587 
6,433 
10,145 
5,440 
9,344 
5,656 
5,442 
6,627 
5,303 
6,828 
7,450 
8,294 
5,656 
5,259 
5,123 
5,685 
4,210 
7,541 
6,350 
6,110 
6,677 
7,527 
6,842 

2,283 
9,650 

6.983 
- 

Estimated average 
annual salary of teachers: 

2OOM)l 
$42,898 
37,956 
46,986 
36,302 
34,476 
48,923 
39,284 
52,100 
47,047 
37,824 
42,216 
41,980 
36,375 
48,053 
43,055 
36,479 
39,432 
37,234 
34,253 
36,256 
44,997 
47,523 
49,975 
40,577 
32,957 
36,764 
32,930 
34,175 
40,172 
38,303 
53,281 
33,785 
50,920 
41,167 
30,891 
42,716 
34,434 
42,333 
49,500 
48,474 
37,327 
30,265 
37,074 
38,614 
36,049 
38,651 
40,197 
42,101 
35,764 
41,646 
34,189 

- 
48,651 
- 

Pupil/teacher ratio: 
Fa0 1999 

16 
15 
17 
19 
14 
21 1 

17 
14 
15 
18 
16 
17 
18 
16 
17 
15 
14 
15 
17 
13 
17 
13 
18 
15 
16 
14 
15 
14 
19 
15 
13 
16 
14 
16 
14 
16 
15 
20 
16 
14 
15 
14 
15 
I5 
22 
12 
14 
20 
14 
14 
13 

19 
16 
18 
14 
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Appendix D 
Sample Text from the rl-a NAEP 2002 Reading Assessment 

This appendur contains the reading passages released from 

the NAEP 2002 reading assessment at each grade. To 
review passages and questions from previous NAEP 
assessments, please visit the NAEP web site at http:// 
nces. ed.gov/nationsreportcard. 
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The Box in the Barn 
By Barbara Eckfeld Conner 

Jason heard his mom calling him. Instead 
of answcring her, he slippcd deeper into the 
tall wccds behind his housc. Hc closed his 
eyes, thinking o€ what hc had done. 

mood. RasGberry pancakes were on the 
tablc whcn hc walkcd into the kitchen 
rubbing his eyes and yawning. 

He had gotten up that morning in a good 

“After breakfast, Jason, I want you to go 
into town with mc,” Mom said quictly. “It’s 
your sister’s birthday, and we need to shop 
for her gifts.” 

Jason was cager to goJ cven if the gifts 
wcren’t for him. Buying prescnts was 
always fun. 

As they drove to town, Jason couldn’t. 
help but ask the question that had been on 
his mind since yesterday when Aunt Nancy 
camc. “What’s in the big box that Dad took 
to the barn, Mom? Is it something Aunt 
Nancy bought for Megan’s birthday!” 

“It’s a surprisc, Jason, and I don’t want 
you going near that barn today. D o  you 
hcar me?” 
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Jason sat staring at the road ahead. He 
knew that nothing would change her mind. 
Only now he was more curious than cvcr! 

Back homc, M c p  ran out to mect 
Jason, hcr cycs widc and cxcitcd. “Jason, 
Jason, I’m six ycars old!” shc cried, jumping 
up and down. 

“I know, I know” Jason gave her a big hug. 

Soon thc housc was buzzing with cxcite- 
mcnt. M e p  sat on thc stool watching 
while Mom and Aunt Nancy prcparcd the 
birthday dinner. Dad wouldn’t be back for 
at least two hours. Jason wandered outside 
trying to think of somcthing to do, but his 
thoughts kept returning to the box in the 
barn. 

He started walking towdsd the barn, not 
at all sure what he’d do when he got there. 
He was hoping for just a glimpse of the 
box. Instead he heard a strange noise 
coming from insidc thc barn. Hc wished hc 
could just turn back to thc housc, but his 
lcgs carried him into the barn. Jason saw 
the box. It was sitting between two bales of 
hay. He could hear loud wailing cries. 
Leaning ovcr, Jason carcfully lifted the lid. 
There was the most cuddly puppy he had 
ever seen! 

“You must be pretty scarcd, huh, fel- 
low?’Jason said quietly as he held the 
wiggly dog. “Megan’s going to love you!” 
He secretly wished the puppy was for him. 
After all, Mom and Dad kncw that  he had 
becn wanting his own puppy. Probably 
Aunt Nancy didn’t know that, and anyway 
Megan would bc happy. 
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Soon Jason was playing happily with the 
puppy, and he forgot that he wasn’t sup- 
posed to be in the barn. Taffy, their big 
brown horse, stuck his head in the window 
as if to say, “What’s going on?” Jason 
jumped, remcmbcring that he wasn’t 
supposed to be there. Thc puppy ran off as 
fast as it could out of the barn and into the 
ficld. 

Jason stumbled out of the barn looking 
wildly for any trace of the puppy. “Come 
on puppy! Oh, please come here!” he 
called, his eyes welling up with tears. 

N o w  hcrc he was, two hours later, hiding 
in the weeds. He’d looked everywhere, but 
the puppy was gone. He had ruined his 
sister’s birthday. 

“Jason! It’s time for dinner!” Mom called 
even louder now. Just when he was deter- 
mined to stay forever in the tall weeds, he 
heard his sister’s voice. 

‘Yason! It‘s time for my party, Jason!” 
Megan yelled excitedly. 

Jason rubbed his swollen eyes, trying to 
look normal. He couldn’t ruin everything 
for her. ‘‘I’m here, Megan,” he called. 

“Are you OK?” she asked with genuine 
concern. 

‘Sure. Let’s hurry.’’ Jason grabbed her 
hand as they ran back. 

As soon as they reached the house, thc 
party began. Jason tried to pretend that 
everything was fine. When it was time to 
open Megan’s birthday gifts, hc sat in the 
big easy chair, hoping no one would notice 
him. Finally the last present was open. 

“I’ll be right back,” Dad said. 

Jason kncw Dad was going to the barn. 
Megan would probably never forgive him 
for losing her birthday puppy. Everyone, 
even Aunt Nancy, would be angry when 
they found out the puppy was gone. 

“Jason! Come here!” I t  was Dad calling 
from the front yard. 

Jason slowly got out of the chair. It was 
hard to move, but Mcgan grabbed his hand 
and said, “Come on, Jason! Let‘s see what 
Dad wants.” 
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Jason followed Megan out the door. 
Mom and Aunt Nancy followcd close 
behind. 

There was Dad standing with the box 
ncxt to him in thc grass. “Jason, I want you 
to open this box and see what‘s inside.” 

Jason looked up and saw that Dad was 
smiling. Hc turncd and saw that Mom, 
Aunt Nancy, and Megan were smiling, too. 
What would hc say to them when there was 
nothing in thc box? But as Jason lookcd 
down, cxpccting to SCC nothing at all, hc 
jumped back in surprise. Thc puppy looked 
up at him, with sleepy eyes. 

. 

“Wow!” said Jason, bewildered. 

“Thc puppy’s for you, Son,” his father 
said. 

“I thought you’d like a gft, too, even if it 
isn’t your birthday,” said Aunt Nancy, 
laughing. 

Megan started clapping. “Isn’t he won- 
derful, Jason?” The puppy jumpcd up, ready 
to play. Jason and Mcgan spcnt the rest of 
the day with thc puppy. 

Later, when he was getting ready for bed, 
Jason tumcd to his father and said, ‘‘l7ou 
know, Dad, I feel bad about something I 
did today.” 

Dad waited patiently as Jason explaincd 
what had happened. “And I still can’t figure 
out how my puppy got back into his box!” 
he added. 

“Well, Son, on my way home I saw your 
puppy running along thc side of thc road. I 
figured he had gottcn out of his box somc- 
how.. .. You must have felt terriblc during 
the party,” Dad continued. “I get tlic feeling 
you’ve learned a lot today.” He pulled back 
the covcrs on Jason’s bed. 

Jason lookcd down at his new puppy, 
who was sleeping soundly in a basket by 
the bed. “Dad, I think I’ll call him Buddy.” 

Dad smiled and tucked thc covcrs snugly 
around Jason. 

Used by permission of Highlights for Children, Inc., Columbus, OH. 
Copyright 8 1988. 
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The Sharebots 
By Carl Zimmer 

When robots go to kindergarten in Maja Matarit‘s lab, 
they learn an important lesson about how to get along in 
robot society. 

N o MAN IS AN ISLAND, and 
Maja Matarid thinks no 
robot should be, either. 
Matarik, a Brandeis 
University computer scien- 
tist, believes robots will 

do their best work only when they begin to 
work together. “How do you get a herd of 
robots to do something without killing each. 
other?” she asks. According to Matari’c, you 
have to put them in societies and let them 
learn from one another, just as seagulls and 
baboons and people do. Matarid has already 
made an impressive start at teaching robots 
social SUS. She has gotten 14 robots to 
cooperate at once-the biggest gaggle of 
machnes ever to socialize. 

The Nerd Herd, as Matarit calls them, 
are shoe-box-size machines, each of which 
has four wheels, two tongs to grab things, 
and a two-way radio. The radio allows them 
to triangulate their position with respect to 
two fixed transmitters as they wqder  
around Matarit’s lab. It also allows them to 
broadcast their coordinates and other 
information to their neighbors. Infrared 
sensors help the robots find h g s  and 
avoid obstacles; contact-sensitive strips tell 
them when they’ve crashed anyway. 

Each robot is programmed with a hand- 
ful of what Matarid calls behaviors-sets 
of instructions that cnablc thc robot to 
accomplish a small goal, like following the 
robot in front of it. Set onc robot on the 
floor with its wheels turned pcrmancntly to 
the left and program thc others to follow, 
and they will all drive in a circlc until thcir 
batteries go dead. But Matarid can get more 
intcrcsting actions out of thc herd by 
programming them to alternate among 
several behaviors. By telling them to home 
in on a target, to aggregate when they’re 
too far from one another, to disperse when 
they’re too crowded, and to avoid collisions 
at all times, she’s been able to get scattered 
robots to come togcther and migratc across 
her lab like a flock of birds. 

More important, the robots can also 
learn on tlicir own to carry out morc 
complex tasks. One task Matarit set for 
them was to forage for little metal pucks 
and bring them home to their nest in a 
corner of the lab. To give the task a natural 
flavor, Matarit gave thc robots clocks; at 
“night” they had to go home and rcst, and 
in the “morning” they looked for pucks 
again. In addition to fivc basic behaviors 
they could choose from, she endowed them 
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with a sort of prime directive: to maximize 
their individual point scorcs. Each timc a 
robot did something right, such as locating 
a puck, it was automatically rewarded with 
points; each timc it committed a blooper, 
such as dropping a puck, it lost points. 

-4fter some random experimentation, the 
robots soon learned how to forage-but 
not very well, because they tended to 
interfere with one another in their selfish 
pursuit of points. “ w h y  should you ever 
stop and let someone else go?” asks 
Matarii-. “It’s always 
in your interest to 
go-but if every- 
body feels that way, 
then nobody gets 
through and they 
jam up and fight for 
space.” To make her 
creatures more 
efficient, though, 
Matarid found she 
didn’t have to 

With this simple social contract, the 
robots necdcd only 15 minutcs of practicc 
to become altruistic. They would magnani- 
mously announce their discovery of pucks, 
despitc having no way of knowing that this 
was good for the herd as a whole. At times 
when two robots lunged for a puck, they 
would stop and go through an “After you!” 
“No, after you!” routine, but eventually 
they figured out the proper way to yield. 
With social graces, the robot herd brought 
home the pucks twice as fast as without. 

\ 

program thcm with 
a God’s-eye view of 
what was good for 
all robots. She iust 

MATARICIS had to teach each robot to share-to let 
other robots know when it had found a 
puck, and to listen to other robots in 
return. “I put in the impetus to pay atten- 
tion to what other robots are doing, and to 
try what other robots are trying, shxing the 
experience,” Mataric’explains. “If I do 
something that’s good and if I say, ‘That 
was really great,’ then you may try it.” 

Nerd Herd, with 
the pucks 

MatariC thinks 
she’ll be able to 
produce more com- 
plex robot societies. 
“I’m loohng at getting 
specialization in the 
society so they can 
say, T l l  do this, and 
you do that.’ If one 
of them has a low 
battery, it may become 
the messenger that 
doesn’t actually carry 
things. And I imagine 
one robot might 
emerge as a leader 
because it happens to 
be the most efficient. 
But if it stops 
being efficient, 
some other robot will 
take over.” 

Carl Zimmer Q 1995 T h e  Walt Disney Co. 
Reprinted with permission of Dircovrr Mugu+n 
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ADDRESS TO THE BROADCASTING INDUSTRY 

I inbite you to sit doivn in front $your teletision set. . . and keep yaw yes 
glued to that set until the station signs $$ I bun ussure you thut you I@ obserce 
u Lust ivustelund. 

Newton Minow (1926- ) was appointed by President John Kennedy as chairman of the 
Federal Communications Commission, the agency responsible for regulating the use of the 
public airwaves. On May 9,1961, he spoke to 2,000 members of the National Association of 
Broadcasters and told them that the daily fare on television was "a vast wasteland." 
Minow's indictment of commercial television launched a national debate about the quality of 
programming. After Minow's speech, the television critic for The New York Times wrote: 
"Tonight some broadcasters were trying to find dark explanations for Mr. Minow's attitude. 
In this matter the viewer possibly can be a l itt le helpful; Mr. Minow has been watching 
television." . 

. . .Your industry possesses the most 
powcrful voice in America. It has an 
inescapable duty to make that voice ring 
with intelligence and with leadership. In a 
fcw ycars this exciting industry has grown 
from a novelty to an instrument of over- 
whelming impact on thc American people. 
It should be making rcady for the kind of 
leadership that ncwspapcrs and magazincs 
assumed ycars ago, to make our people 
aware of their world. 
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Ours has been called the jet age, the 
atomic age, the space age. It is also, I 
submit, the television age. And just as 
history will decide whether the leaders of 
today's world employed the atom to destroy 
the world or rebuild it for mankind's 
benefit, so will history decide whether 
today's broadcasters employed their power- 
ful voice to enrich the peoplc or debase 
them.. . 
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Like everybody, I wear more than one 
hat. I am the chairman of the FCC. I am 
also a television viewer and the husband 
and fatlicr of other television viewers. I 
have seen a great many television programs 
that seemed to me eminently worthwhile, 
and I am not talking about the much- 
bemoaned good old days of “Playhouse 
90” and “Studio One.” 

I am talking about this past season. 
Some were wonderfully entertaining, such 
as “The Fabulous Fifties,” the “Fred 
Astaire Show” and the “Bing Crosby 
Special”; some were dramatic and moving, 
such as Conrad’s ‘‘Victory” and “Twilight 
Zone”; some were marvelously informa- 
tive, such as “The Nation’s Future,” “CBS 
Reports,” and “The Valiant Years.” I could 
list many more-programs that I am sure 
everyone here felt enriched his own life and 
that of his family. When television is good, 
nothing-not the theater, not the maga- 
zines or newspapers-nothing is better. 

But when television is bad, nothing is 
worse. I invite you to sit down in front of 
your television set when your station goes 
on the air and stay there without a book, 
magazine, newspaper, profit-and-loss 
sheet, or rating book to distract you-and 
keep your eyes glued to that set until the 
station signs off. I can assure you that you 
will observe a vast wasteland. 

You will see a procession of game 
shows, violence, audience participation 
shows, formula comedies about totally 
unbelievable families, blood and thunder, 
mayhem, violence, sadism, murder, West- 
ern badmen, Western good men, private 
eyes, gangsters, more violence and car- 
toons. And, endlessly, commercials-many 

screaming, cajoling, and offending. And, 
most of all, boredom. True, you will see a 
few things you will enjoy. But they will be 
very, very fcw. And if you think I cxagger- 
ate, try it. 

Is there one person in this room who 
claims that broadcasting can’t do better?. . . 

Why is so much of television so bad? I 
have heard many answers: demands of 
your advertisers; competition for ever 
higher ratings; the need always to attract a 
mass audience; the high cost of television 
programs; the insatiable appetite for pro- 
gramming material-these are some of 
them. Unquestionably these are tough 
problems not susceptible to easy answers. 

But I am not convinced that you have 
tried hard enough to solve them. I do not 
accept the idea that the present overall 
programming is aimed accurately at the 
public taste. The ratings tell us only that I 

some people have their television sets 
turned on, and, of that number, so many 
are tuned to one channel and so many to 
another. They don’t tell us what the public 
might watch if they were offered half a 
dozen additional choices. A rating, at best, 
is an indication of how many people saw 
what you gave them. Unfortunately it does 
not reveal the depth of the penetration or 
the intensity of reaction, and it never 
revcals what the acceptance would have 
been if what you gave them had been 
better-if all the forces of art and creativ- 
ity and daring and imagmation had been 
unleashed. I believe in the people’s good 
sense and good taste, and I am not con- 
vinced that the people’s taste is as low as 
some of you assume.. . . 
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Certainly I hope you will agree that 
ratings should havc littlc influencc where 
children are concerned. The best estimates 
indicatc that during tlic hours of 5 to 6 
p.m., 60 percent of your audiencc is com- 
posed of children under twclvc. And most 
young childrcn today, bclicvc it or not, 
spend as much time watching television as 
tlicy do in the schoolroom. I rcpcat-lct 
that sink in- most young children today 
spend as much time watching television as 
thcy do in thc schoolroom. It used to be 
said that there were three great influences 
on a child: home, school and church. 
Today thcrc is a fourth grcat influcncc, and 
you ladies and gentlemen control it. 

If parcnts, tcachers, and ministcrs 
conducted their responsibilities by follow- 
ing the ratings, children would have a 
steady diet of ice cream, school holidays, 
and no Sunday school. What about your 
responsibilities? Is thcrc no room on 
television to teach, to inform, to uplift, to 
stretch, to cnlargc the capacitics of our 
childrcn! Is there no room for programs 
deepening their Understanding of childrcn 
in othcr lands? Is thcrc no room for a 
children’s news show explaining something 
about the world to them at their lcvcl of 
understanding? Is there no room for reading 
the great literature of the past, teaching 
thcm thc great traditions of frcedom? 
There are some fine children’s shows, but 

they are drowned out in the massive doses 
of cartoons, violence, and more violence. 
Must these be your trademarks? Search 
your consciences and see if you cannot 
offer more to your young beneficiaries 
whose futurc you guide so many hours each 
and every day. 

What about adult programming and 
ratings? You know, newspaper publishers 
take popularity ratings too. Thc answers are 
pretty clear; it is almost always the comics, 
followed by the advice-to-thc-lovelorn 
columns. But, ladies and gcntlernen, thc 
news is still on the front pagc of all news- 
papers, thc editorials arc not replaced by 
more comics, the newspapers have not 
become onc long collection of advicc to 
the lovelorn. Yet newspapers do not need a 
license from the government to be in 
business-they do not use public property. 

tics as public trustecs arc so plain-thc 
moment that the ratings indicate that 
Wcsterns arc popular, there arc ncw imita- 
tions of Westcrns on the air faster tlian the 
old coaxial cable could take us from Holly- 
wood to New York.. . . 

But in television-where your responsibili- I 

Let me make clear that what I am talking 
about is balance. I believe that the public 
intcrcst is made up of many interests. 
There are many people in this great coun- 
try, and you must scrve all of us. You will 
get no argument from me if you say that, 
given a choicc betwccn a NJestcrn and a 
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symphony, more people will watch the 
Wcstcrn. I likc Westerns and private cyes 
too-but a steady diet for the whole 
country is obviously not in the public 
intcrcst. We all know that people would 
morc often prefcr to bc cntertaincd than 
stimulated or informed. But your obliga- 
tions are not satisfied if you look only to 
popularity as a test of what to broadcast. 
You are not only in show business; you are 
free to communicate ideas as well as 
relaxation. I’OU must providc a widcr range 
of choices, more diversity, more alterna- 
tivcs. It is not enough to cater to the 
nation’s whims-you must also serve the 
nation’s necds.. . . 

Let me addrcss myself now to my rolc, 
not as a viewer but as chairman of the 
FCC.. ..I want to make clear some of the 
fundamentd principles which guide me. 

First, thc pcoplc own thc air. They own 
it as much in prime cvening time as thcy do 
at 6 o’clock Sunday morning. For every 
hour that people give you, you owe them 
something. I intend to scc that your dcbt is 
paid with service. 

Second, I think it would be foolish and 
wastcful for us to continuc any worn-out 
wrangle over the problems of payola, 
riggcd quiz shows, and other mistakes of 
thc past.. .. 

Third, I believe in the free enterprise 
system. I want to see broadcasting im- 
proved and I want you to do the job.. .. 

Fourth, I will do all I can to help educa- 
tional telcvision. Therc are still not cnough 
educational stations, and major centers of 
the country still lack usable educational 
channels.. .. 

Fifth, I am unalterably opposed to 
govcrnmcntal ccnsorship. Thcrc will be no 
suppression of programming which docs 
not mcct with bureaucratic tastcs. Censor- 
ship strikcs at thc taproot of our free 
society. 

Sixth, I did not come to Washington to 
idly observc thc squandcring of the public’s 
airwaves. The squandering of our airwaves 
is no lcss important than thc lavish waste 
of any precious natural rcsource. . . . 

What you gentlemen broadcast through 
thc people’s air affccts thc pcoplc’s taste, 
their knowledge, their opinions, their 
understanding of themselves and of their 
world. And their futurc. The powcr of 
instantaneous sight and sound is without 
prcccdcnt in mankind’s history. This is an 
awesomc power. It has limitlcss capabilitics 
for good-and for evil. And it carries with 
it awesome responsibilities-responsibili- 
ties which you and I cannot escape.. .. 
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n c k n o w l e d g  ments 
This report is the culmination of the effort of many individuals who contributed their considerable 
knowledge, experience, and creativity to the NAEP 2002 reading assessment. The assessment was a 
collaborative effort among staff from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), the 
National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB), Educational Testing Service (ETS), Westat, and 
Pearson Educational Measurement. Most importantly, NAEP is grateful to the students and school 
staff who made the assessment possible. 

The NAEP 2002 reading assessment was funded through NCES, in the Institute of Education 
Sciences of the U.S. Department of Education. The Associate Commissioners of Education Statis- 
tics, Peggy Carr and Val Plisko, and the NCES staff-Arnold Goldstein, Steven Gorman, Carol 
Johnson, Andrew Kolstad, Taslima Rahman and Marilyn Seastrom-worked closely and collegially 
with the authors to produce this report. 

The NAEP project at ETS is directed by Stephen Lazer and John Mazzeo, with assistance from 
John Barone. Sampling and data collection activities were conducted by Westat under the direction 
of Rene Slobasky, Nancy Caldwell, Keith Rust, and Dianne Walsh. Printing, distribution, scoring, and 
processing activities were conducted by Pearson Educational Measurement under the direction of 
Brad Thayer, Connie Smith, and William Buckles. 

Test development activities took place at ETS under the direction of Patricia Donahue with 
assistance from Robert Finnegan. 

The complex statistical and psychometric activities necessary to report results for the NAEP 2002 
reading assessment were directed by Catherine Hombo and Jinming Zhang, with assistance from 
Andreas Oranje, Hui Deng, Kelvin Gregoryy and Ying Jin. 

The extensive data,processing and computer programming activities underlying the statistical and 
psychometric analyses conducted at ETS are under the direction of David Freund, Edward Kulick, 
Bruce Kaplan, and Steven Isham. Data analyses presented in this report were managed by Steven 
Isham and Tatyana Petrovicheva with assistance from Laura Jerry, Youn-hee Lim, Norma Norris, 
Alfred Rogers, Fred Schaefer, Mike Weiss, and John Willey. The complex database work for this 
assessment was managed by Katherine Pashley with assistance from Gerry Kokolis. 

Joseph Kolodey and Rick Hasney. Wendy ,Grigg coordinated the documentation and data checking 
procedures with assistance from Janice Goodis, Ivhg Kuang, Andrea Bergen,and Alice Kass. Arlene 
Weiner coordinated the editorial and proofreading procedures with assistance from Trish H d l .  The 
Web version of this report was coordinated by Rick Hasney with assistance from Loretta Casalaina. 
The consistency review process was coordinated by Pat O'Reilly. 

Many thanks arc due to the numerous reviewers, both internal and cxternal to NCES and 
ETS. The comments and critical feedback of the following reviewers are reflected in the 
final version of this rcport: Jamcs Carlson, Young Chun, Doug Cochranc, Lawrcncc 
Feinberg, Ray Fields, Janet Jones, Mariann Lemke, Jean Osborn, Alan Vanneman, and 
Atleen Waters. 

The design and production of this report were overseen by Loretta Casalaina with assistance from 



United States 
Department of Education 
ED Pubs 
8242-8 Sandy Court 
Jessup, MD 20794-1398 

Official Business Only 
Penalty for Private Use, $300 

Postage and Fees Paid 
U.S. Department of Education 

Permit No. G-17 

233 



U S .  Department of Education 
Office of Educational Research and lmprovement (OERI) 

National Library of Education (NLE) 
Educational Resources lnformafion Center (ERIC) 

E 

i 
I X  

NOTICE 

Reproduction Basis 

This document is covered by a signed "Reproduction Release (Blanket)" 
form (on file within the ERIC system), encompassing all or classes of 
documents from its source organization and, therefore, does not require a 
"Specific Document" Release form. 

This document is Federally-funded, or carries its own permission to 
reproduce, or is otherwise in the public domain and, therefore, may be 
reproduced by ERIC without a signed Reproduction Release form (either 
"Specific Document" or "Blanket"). 

EFF-089 (1/2003) 


